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In this Proposed Plan, the Environmental Protection Agency presents a summary of the risks (pages 14 to 18) 
associated with the hazardous substances at the San Jacinto River Waste Pits Site (hereinafter the “Site”), a 
summary of remedial alternatives (pages 20 to 29), and the preferred alternative (pages 35 and 36) to 
address the contamination at the Site.   
 
The Site, located in Harris County, Texas (Figure 1), consists of a set of impoundments built in the mid-
1960s for the disposal of solid and liquid pulp and paper mill wastes, and the surrounding areas containing 
sediments and soils impacted by waste materials disposed in the impoundments. The northern set of 
impoundments, approximately 14 acres in size, are located on the western bank of the San Jacinto River, 
north of the Interstate-10 (I-10) Bridge over the San Jacinto River (Figure 2). These northern 
impoundments are partially submerged in the river. The southern impoundment, less than 20 acres in size, 
is located on a small peninsula that extends south of I-10. The wastes that were deposited in the 
impoundments are contaminated with polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (dioxins) and polychlorinated 
dibenzofurans (furans). Dioxins persist in the environment for a long time because their structure is 
resistant to chemical or biological degradation. 
 
The Preferred Remedy for cleaning up the Site is Alternative 6N (Full Removal of Materials Exceeding 
Cleanup Levels and Institutional Controls) for the northern impoundments and aquatic area, and Alternative 
4S (Removal and Offsite Disposal with Institutional Controls) for the southern impoundment.  The 
institutional controls will be developed, implemented, and maintained in accordance with the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s Institutional Controls guidance (OSWER Directive 9355.0-89). 
 

The Purpose of this Proposed Plan is to: 
 

 Identify the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred remedial alternative to 
address risks associated with contaminants in fish, impounded paper mill waste, sediment, and 
soil at the San Jacinto River Waste Pits Site; 

 Provide the Environmental Protection Agency’s analysis of the results of the Remedial 
Investigation and Risk Assessments; 

 Describe the remedial alternatives evaluated in the Feasibility Study Report; 

 Solicit public review and comment on the remedial alternatives and information contained in the 
Administrative Record file; and 

 Provide information on how the public can be involved in the remedy selection process. 
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The Environmental Protection Agency is issuing 
this Proposed Plan to solicit public comment on 
the remedial alternatives. This Proposed Plan is 
being issued in accordance with and as part of 
its public participation responsibilities under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA or 
Superfund) §117(a), 42 U.S.C. § 9617(a) and 
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 40 
Code of Federal Regulations §300.430(f)(2). 
The recommendations and alternatives set forth 
in this Proposed Plan are based on information 
and documents contained in the Administrative 
Record file for the Site. The Environmental 
Protection Agency will select a final remedy for 
the Site after the public comment period has 
ended and the comments have been reviewed 
and considered, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency has responded to the 
comments received. The Environmental 
Protection Agency may select a different 
alternative or a modified version of the 
Preferred Remedy based on new information or 
public comments.   
 
The Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 
office is the lead agency for this Site. The Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality is the 
support agency. As the support agency, the 
State reviews and comments on the remedial 
investigation and feasibility study, the proposed 
plan, the Record of Decision, and the remedial 
design. As part of the Public Comment Period, 
the state’s position and key concerns related to 
the preferred alternative and other alternatives 
will be assessed prior to the Environmental 
Protection Agency making a final remedy 
selection. 

 
Community Participation 

This Proposed Plan highlights information contained in the Administrative Record for the Site. The 
Administrative Record includes the Remedial Investigation Report, risk assessment reports, the Evaluation 
of the San Jacinto Waste Pits Feasibility Study Remediation Alternatives report prepared by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the Feasibility Study Report, and other documents and reports used in the preparation 
of this Proposed Plan.   
 

How to Submit Public Comment 

EPA will accept comments on the Proposed Plan during 
the public comment period. Initially, the EPA planned a 
30-day public comment period, however, in response to 
requests from the community, an additional 30-day 
comment period was added resulting in 60-days for the 
comment period. The 60-day public comment period 
on this Proposed Plan and the information contained in 
the Administrative Record file begins on September 20, 
2016, and closes on November 18, 2016. Comments 
may be submitted in one of four ways. Written comments 
postmarked no later than  
November 18, 2016 should be sent to:   

Gary Miller 
EPA Remedial Project Manager 
EPA Region 6 (6SF-RA) 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202 
 

Comments also may be submitted no later than 
November 18, 2016 either by e-mail: 
 
R6_San_Jacinto_Waste_Pits_Comments@epa.gov 
 
or Online: 
 
www.epa.gov/tx/forms/sjrwp-comments 
 
In addition, oral comments may be made on the record at 
the public meeting on October 6, 2016 

If requested, EPA may extend the comment period.  Any 
request for an extension must be made in writing and 
received no later than November 18, 2016. 
 
EPA will include responses to all comments that are 

mailto:R6_San_Jacinto_Waste_Pits_Comments@epa.gov
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The Environmental Protection Agency encourages the public to review these documents to obtain more 
information about the Superfund activities that have been conducted. The Environmental Protection Agency 
also encourages the public to participate in the decision-making process for the Site. The Administrative 
Record file, along with the Site’s profile page, is available on the internet at the following website: 
 
https://www.epa.gov/tx/san-jacinto-river-waste-pits-superfund-site 

 
The Administrative Record file is also available at the following information repository locations: 

 
Highlands Public Library 

Stratford Branch Library 
509 Stratford Street 

Highlands, Texas 77562 
281-426-3521 

 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 700 

Dallas, Texas 75202 
800-533-3508 

 

 
Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 

Central File Room 
12100 Park 35 Circle, Building E 

Austin, Texas 78753 
512-239-2900 

 
The Environmental Protection Agency will hold a public meeting to inform residents of the proposed remedy 
and obtain comments on the Proposed Plan. The public meeting is being held in a fully accessible facility.  
Should you have questions about this facility’s compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, please 
contact the Environmental Protection Agency Community 
Involvement Coordinator (contact information provided below). 
For specific information about the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality’s participation in the Superfund 
process, please contact the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality Project Manager (contact information 
provided below). 

 
Site History  
 
In the 1960s, McGinnes Industrial Management Corporation 
transported liquid and solid pulp and paper mill wastes by barge 
from the Champion Papers, Inc. paper mill in Pasadena, Texas 
to impoundments located north of I-10, adjacent to the 
San Jacinto River, where the waste was stabilized and 
disposed. Champion Papers, Inc. business records indicate the paper mill produced pulp and paper using 
chlorine as a bleaching agent. The pulp bleaching process forms dioxins and furans as by-products.  
 
The northern impoundments were used for waste disposal from September 1965 to May 1966. Details 
regarding the southern impoundment are less well known; however, the southern impoundment was used 
by Ole Peterson Construction Company prior to construction of the northern impoundments for disposal of 
the same type wastes generated by Champion Papers, Inc.  
 
Sand mining also occurred in the vicinity of the Site; sand mining operations contributed to the release of 
waste from the pits, specifically by the creation of a hotspot of dioxin contamination in the upland sand 
separation area. In August 2016, the EPA notified MegaSand Enterprises, Inc., of its potential liability as a 
result of its sand mining operations. 
 

Contamination  

Improper disposal of paper mill 
wastes has resulted in contaminated 
sediment, soil, and fish. The paper 
mill waste is considered Principal 
Threat Waste. 

National Priorities Listing 

The site was proposed for listing on 
the National Priorities List on 
19 September 2007, and was placed 
on the list effective 19 March 2008 
(73 FR 14723). 

https://www.epa.gov/tx/san-jacinto-river-waste-pits-superfund-site
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Early Investigations 
 
Between 1993 and 1995, the 
City of Houston conducted a 
toxicity study of the Houston 
Ship Channel that included the 
San Jacinto River. Sediment, 
fish, and crab samples 
collected near the Site 
indicated elevated dioxin and 
furan levels. 
 
Between 2002 and 2004, the 
Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 
conducted a study of total 
maximum daily loads (TMDL) 
for dioxins and furans in the 
Houston Ship Channel. 
Sediment, fish, and crab 
samples indicated the 
presence of dioxin and furan 
contamination in the San 
Jacinto River surrounding the 
Site. In April 2005, the Texas 
Parks and Wildlife Department 
sent a letter notifying the 
Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality of the 
existence of former waste pits 
in a sandbar in the San 
Jacinto River north of I-10.  
The letter included:  
1) discussion of anecdotal 
evidence, that indicated the 
pits were likely used from the 
mid-1960’s to mid-1970’s for 
disposal of paper mill waste; 
2) data collected during the 
Houston Ship Channel Toxicity 
Study and TMDL study, 
discussed in the paragraph 
above; 3) documentation of 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
dredge and fill permits in the 
area; and 4) requested that 
the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality further 
investigate the Site. 

Temporary Armored Cap 

Since its completion in July 2011, the armored cap has generally isolated the 
waste, but has required many repairs and maintenance. The following 
instances of erosion or missing armor stone have occurred since the time of 
armored cap installation: 

 July 2012:  Approximately 200 square feet (ft2) of stone eroded and 
geotextile exposed (armor materials had moved down slope). Following 
EPA approval of the repair plan, additional stone was added to achieve 
the required cap thickness.  Repairs were completed August 3, 2012. 

 January 2013:  Five areas missing part or all of armor stone with 
exposed geotextile in some areas of the Eastern Cell. Following EPA 
approval of a repair plan, additional stone was added to achieve the 
required cap thickness. Repairs were completed January 30, 2013. 

 January 2014: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers evaluated the design 
& construction of the cap and found that improvements were needed, 
including flatter slopes and larger rock in some areas.  Following EPA 
approval of a repair plan, additional rock was added with construction 
completed on January 13, 2014. 

 December 2016:  Following an inspection by the EPA Dive Team, 
approximately 500 ft2 of cap was missing or deficient in cover (no 
geotextile, paper mill waste exposed to the river, sediment concentration 
measured at 43,700 ng/kg dioxin exposed to river). The EPA ordered 
repair of this area, and following EPA approval of a repair plan, geotextile 
& new rock was added to repair the area with construction completed on 
January 4, 2016. 

 February 2016:  Missing rock in portions of eastern cell (five areas up to 
6 ft2 each with some exposed geotextile). The EPA ordered repair of this 
area, and after EPA approval of the repair plan, new rock was added to 
repair the area with construction completed on March 15, 2016.  

 March 2016:  Approximately 500 locations in the Eastern Cell were 
probed to check for cap thickness and eight additional areas of missing 
rock were found. During repairs, additional areas of missing rock and 
exposed geotextile were found. Following EPA approval of the repair 
plan, new rock was added over a total area of 170 ft2 with construction 
completed on March 31, 2016. 

 June 2016: Following an inspection by the EPA Dive Team, ten areas of 
missing rock were found in the Western Cell up to 300 ft2. Following EPA 
approval of the repair plan, new rock was added to repair the areas with 
construction completed on June 17, 2016. 

The cap was designed to withstand a hundred year storm, yet the above 
cases of eroded or missing armor stone all occurred with flooding less than a 
10-year or 20-year storm, much less that the design 100-year storm. 
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A preliminary assessment and screening site inspection was completed in 2006 to determine if the Site was 
eligible for proposal to the National Priorities List. Sediment sample results indicated elevated concentrations 
of dioxin congeners. The former surface impoundments were identified as the source of hazardous 
substances at the Site. Following this assessment and inspection, the site was proposed for listing on the 
National Priorities List on September 19, 2007, and was placed on the list effective March 19, 2008.    
 
Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

In July 2009, the Environmental Protection Agency provided International Paper Company and McGinnes 
Industrial Maintenance Corporation an opportunity to negotiate an agreement to perform the Remedial 
Investigation and Feasibility Study for the San Jacinto River Waste Pits Site. They failed to submit a good 
faith offer to negotiate an Administrative Order on Consent for the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility 
Study, and, because of the ongoing release of hazardous substances at the Site, the Environmental 
Protection Agency concluded that work at the Site could no longer be delayed. Therefore, on November 20, 
2009, the Environmental Protection Agency issued a Unilateral Administrative Order to International Paper 
Company and McGinnes Industrial Management Corporation. International Paper Company is the 
successor to Champion Papers, Inc. Champion Papers, Inc. had arranged for the disposal of the paper mill 
waste materials containing dioxin that were disposed of at the Site.  
 
The paper mill waste contains Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
hazardous substances. McGinnes Industrial Maintenance Corporation operated the waste disposal facility 
at the time of disposal of the waste. The Unilateral Administrative Order directed International Paper 
Company and McGinnes Industrial Management Corporation to conduct a Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study in accordance with provisions of the order, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 
and Environmental Protection Agency guidance. 
 
Between 2010 and 2013, site-specific data were collected for the remedial investigation. The remedial 
investigation included the collection of paper mill waste, sediment, tissue (i.e., hardhead catfish, Gulf 
killifish, rangia clam, and blue crabs), soil, and groundwater samples for analyses including dioxins and 
furans, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) as Aroclors, metals, semivolatile organic compounds, volatile 
organic compounds, and pesticides. Physical data collected during the remedial investigation included: a 
bathymetric survey, current velocity, material, geotechnical, riverbed properties, sediment loading, erosion 
rates of cohesive sediment, and net sedimentation rates. 
 
The Potentially Responsible Parties prepared a draft Feasibility Study report under Environmental 
Protection Agency oversight. Following review and comment by the Environmental Protection Agency and 
other Site stakeholders on the draft, a revised draft Feasibility Study was submitted to the Environmental 
Protection Agency.  Following review of the Potentially Responsible Parties’ second draft, the 
Environmental Protection Agency decided to revise and complete the Feasibility Study report. 
 
Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Removal Action 

In 2010, the Environmental Protection Agency decided that it was necessary to stabilize the site, 
temporarily abating the release of dioxins until the Site was fully characterized and a remedy could be 
implemented. On May 11, 2010, the Environmental Protection Agency filed the Administrative Settlement 
Agreement and Order on Consent for Removal Action, which was entered into voluntarily by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, International Paper Company, and McGinnes Industrial Management 



 

6 
 

Corporation. The Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Removal Action provided for 
the performance of a removal action, temporary armored cap construction as a Time Critical Removal Action.  
 
The Environmental Protection Agency Order 
required the Potentially Responsible Parties to 
construct the temporary armored cap to stabilize the 
northern impoundments to withstand forces 
sustained by the river, including a cover design that 
considered storm events with a return period of 
100 years, and prevent direct human and benthic 
organism contact with waste materials. Elements of 
the selected temporary armored cap construction 
included a perimeter fence on the uplands to prevent 
unauthorized access; placement of warning signs 
around the perimeter of the northern impoundments 
and on the perimeter fence; design and 
implementation of an operations, monitoring, and 
maintenance plan; and installation of an armored 
temporary cap with the following items:  
 

 A stabilizing geotextile underlayment over 
the northern impoundment eastern cell 

 Treatment through solidification of a portion 
(6,000 cubic yards in the upper 3 feet over 
1.2 acres) of the western cell for 
construction equipment access 

 An impervious geomembrane underlayment 
in the northern impoundment western cell 

 A cover consisting of small rock grains over 
the northwestern area of the northern 
impoundment western cell  

 A cover consisting of small rock grains 
above the geotextile and geomembrane in 
the northern impoundment western cell 

 A cover consisting of small rock grains 
above the geotextile in the northern 
impoundment eastern cell. 

 
 
 

Public Participation Activities 

EPA in coordination with State, County and local 
agencies has provided public information and outreach 
for the site area since 2011 by:  

 Hosting 10 community meetings or Open Houses that 
provided updates to community members on the 
status of remedial investigations, upcoming actions, 
and cap repair updates. 

 Coordinating 15 Community Awareness Committee 
Meetings or Teleconferences that provided a forum for 
members to express concerns on issues and to 
ensure that EPA provided answers in a timely manner. 

 Three Harris County Elected Officials briefings were 
held to provide updates to the officials. 

 A Technical Assistance Grant was awarded to the 
Galveston Bay Foundation in May 2011 to provide 
members an ongoing explanation of technical issues. 
The Grant funding has now expired. 

 The site was included as a pilot under the Community 
Engagement Initiative. Region 6 provided a World 
Café format at a nearby community in 2010 to kick-off 
the site’s cleanup.  Residents and media participated 
to learn more about the Project. 

 EPA worked with the Texas Department of State 
Health Services who has provided 3 different 
neighborhood health door to door surveys to identify 
concerns and provide health related information. 

 EPA worked with the State to provide extensive River 
use Warnings, and posting Fish Advisory Signage 
throughout the area.  Health agencies working with 
the Potentially Responsible Parties provided the signs.    

 
EPA continues to plan and coordinate community meetings, 
open houses, elected officials briefings, media interviews, 
public notices, and fact sheets to inform the public and keep 
residents updated on all site developments that affect 
cleanup actions. Site fact sheets are available on the Site 
profile webpage identified on page 2. 
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From December 2010 through July 2011, the temporary armored cap construction activities were 
completed at the Site by the Potentially Responsible Parties under Environmental Protection Agency 
oversight. After the repairs in 2012, the Corps of Engineers reviewed the design of the damaged area and 
made recommendations that included flatting the impoundment slopes and adding bigger size rock. Even 
after these changes and repairs, the impoundment continued to experience numerous damages and 
deficiencies from floods that were less than a 20-year flood, even though the northern impoundment was 
designed for a 100-year flood.   
 
The Potentially Responsible Parties have continuing obligations with respect to the temporary cap, 
including cap inspections, surface and bathymetric surveys, sign and fencing inspections, and 
maintenance. The Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan has been modified because the original 
program of regular inspections failed to identify deficiencies in the cap discovered in December 2015 by the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Dive Team. The temporary armored cap inspection events now  

include: 1) visual inspection of the security fence, 
signage and the armored cap, 2)  collection of 
topographic survey data for the portions of the 
armored cap that are located above the water 
surface, 3) collection of bathymetric survey data 
for the portions of the armored cap that are below 
the water surface, and 4) manual probing of 
armored cap thickness at areas identified by the 
topographic or bathymetry surveys as more than 6 
inches lower in elevation than during the prior 
survey.  Inspection and repair reports, as needed, 
are submitted to the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
 
The waste contains tetra dioxin which is the most 
toxic kind of dioxin, and that its toxicity has been 
estimated by Dr. Ghassan Khoury to continue for 
more than 500 years. Surface water samples prior 
to construction of the cap show that there were 
dioxin releases to the river (samples collected 
from 2002 to 2009) and the University of Houston 

indicated that high levels of dioxin in the river surrounding the site and within a mile downstream of the site. 
 

 

N 

General Area of the Time Critical Removal Action 

Modified from:  Integral Consulting Inc. and Anchor QEA, LLC.  2013.  
Remedial Investigation Report, San Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund 
Site.  Prepared for:  McGinnes Industrial Maintenance Corporation, 
International Paper Company, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 6.  May. 
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Site Characteristics 

The site is located in the estuarine portion of the lower San Jacinto River where the river begins to 
transition from a river system to a delta. River conditions have significantly changed with respect to the 
location of the waste impoundments. See photos 3 through 6. These photos clearly show that the river 
channel has changed due to weather events and sand mining operations. These river changes will continue 
and could cause a catastrophic release of the highly toxic waste materials from the impoundments, if they 
remain in place. 
 

United States Army Corps of Engineers Evaluation  

The United States Army Corps of Engineers 2016 report was prepared for EPA in order to evaluate and 
supplement Feasibility Study work performed by the Potentially Responsible Parties. An EPA analysis of 
the United States Army Corps of Engineers 2016 report can be found in the Feasibility Study. The United 
States Army Corps of Engineers report’s evaluation of containment is contingent on the continued integrity 
of the armored cap and is limited by uncertainties in modeling. For example, the report provided the 
following information that is relevant to consideration of the temporary armored cap and long-term 
permanence.  
 
According to the report, the most severe event simulated was the hypothetical synoptic occurrence of 
Hurricane Ike and the October 1994 flood, with a peak discharge of approximately 115,000 cubic feet per 
second occurring at the time of the peak storm surge height at the Site. The results during the peak of the 
storm surge showed that the sections using Armor A (3-inches diameter) were completely eroded, while 
the sections using Armor D (10-inches diameter) were eroded more than 12 inches in about 33 percent of 
those sections. The sections using Armor B and C (6-inches diameter) incurred a net erosion of more than 
9 inches in about 75 percent of those areas. Overall about 80% of the cap experienced significant erosion 
with scour reaching approximately 2.4-feet through the cap and into the waste material. The scenario 
defined above may cause significant erosion of the paper mill waste. The releases from catastrophic 
events can potentially be addressed by additional cap improvements, including upgrading the blended 
filter in the Northwestern Area to control sediment migration into the cap, upgrading the armor stone size 
to a diameter of 15 inches and adding 2 feet of additional armor stone over the existing cap across the 
waste pits to minimize the potential for disturbance during very severe hydrologic and hydrodynamic 
events. However, the uncertainty inherent in any quantitative analysis technique used to estimate the long-
term (500 years or more) reliability of the cap is very high. 
 

The Corps report did not consider changing river conditions. New channels eroding during flooding as well 
as changes in channel cross section due to bank erosion, shoreline breaches, etc. during a high flow event 
caused by a major flood or hurricane is beyond the ability of existing sediment transport models to 
simulate. In addition, the report’s evaluation of excavation and removal often focuses on risks which will be 
reduced and/or eliminated through use of best management practices. 
 
There appears to be no documented cases of any armored cap or armored confined disposal facility 
breaches. However, there have been many occurrences of breaches and slope failures of armored dikes, 
jetties, and breakwaters, with some of those structures confining dredged material. 
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Tropical weather systems in the region can have tremendous impacts on regional precipitation and 
hydrology along the Gulf Coast. Heavy precipitation events produce wide variations in the volume of 
discharge into and out of the San Jacinto River and may significantly affect variations in flow velocities, 
sediment transport, suspended sediment loads, and water levels. Floods in the river occur primarily during 
tropical storms, hurricanes, or intense thunder storms. Extreme flood events have flow rates of 200,000 
cubic feet per second or greater. Floods can cause water surface elevations to increase by 10 to 20 feet or 
more (relative to average flow conditions) and force the river out of its main channel.  
 
Between 1851 and 2004, 25 hurricanes have made landfall along the north Texas Gulf Coast, seven of which 
were major (Category 3 to 5) storms. Tropical Storm Allison, which hit the Texas Gulf Coast in June 2001, 
resulted in 5-day and 24-hour rainfall totals of 20 and 13 inches, respectively, in the Houston area, resulting in 
significant flooding. More recently, Hurricane Rita made landfall in September 2005 as a Category 3 storm 
with winds at 115 miles per hour. The storm surge caused extensive damage along the Louisiana and 
extreme southeastern Texas coasts. In September 2008, the eye of Hurricane Ike made landfall at the east 
end of Galveston Island. Ike made its landfall as a strong Category 2 hurricane, with Category 5 equivalent 
storm surge, and hurricane-force winds that extended 120 miles from the storm’s center.   
 
In October 1994, heavy rainfall occurred in southeast Texas resulting in the San Jacinto River Basin 
receiving 15 to 20 inches of rain during a week-long period. One of the largest measurements of stream 
flow ever obtained in Texas, 356,000 cubic feet per second (cfs), was made on the San Jacinto River near 
Sheldon on 19 October 1994 at a stage of 27 feet. During the measurement, velocities of water that 
exceeded 15 feet per second (about 10 miles per hour) were observed. Another storm occurring in 1940 
had a river stage height of 31.5 feet at the same Sheldon location. The 100-year flood, which is defined as 
the peak stream flow having a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year, was 
exceeded at 18 of 43 stations monitoring the area. For those stations where the 100-year-flood was 
exceeded, the flood was from 1.1 to 2.9 times the 100 year-flood. 
 
The 1994 flooding caused major soil erosion and created water channels outside of the San Jacinto River 
bed. This flooding caused eight pipelines to rupture and 29 others were undermined at river crossings and 
in new channels created in the flood plain outside of the San Jacinto River boundaries.  The largest new 
channel was cut through the Banana Bend oxbow just west of the Rio Villa Park subdivision, about 2½ 
miles northwest of the Site. This new channel was approximately 510-feet wide and 15-feet deep. A second 
major channel cut through Banana Bend just north of the channel through the oxbow. Both of these new 
channels were cut through areas where sand mining had been done before, as is the case in the vicinity of 
the Site. Sonar tests in a 130-foot section south of the I-10 Bridge located adjacent to the Site found about 
10 to 12-feet of erosion from the bottom of the river bed. 
 
The San Jacinto River is a very dynamic system, subject to changes in size and flow paths as experienced 
during the 1994 storm. A series of aerial photographs illustrate this variability. An aerial photograph taken in 
1956 (Figure 3), before the waste pits were established, shows I-10 crossing the river and extensive islands 
and land to the north. The next photograph, from 1966 (Figure 4), shows the northern pits located just west 
of the I-10 Bridge (the pits were built and in operation in the mid–1960s); significant changes to the north 
can be seen compared to the 1956 photograph. Land erosion and subsidence is evident in the next 
photograph from 1973 (Figure 5); the river had carved a new passage to the west of the site since the 1966 
photograph. Photographs in the 1990’s and later (Figure 6) show continued loss of land. 
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The Corps of Engineers performed an evaluation of the San 
Jacinto River and the armor cap using hydrodynamic and 
sediment transport models. These models have to predict the 
river conditions for a very long time because dioxin is 
extremely persistent in the environment and will remain toxic 
for a very long time. The uncertainty inherent in any 
quantitative analysis technique used to estimate the long-term 
performance of the river and cap is very high. Further, 
changes in the river channel due to bank erosion, shoreline 
breaches, etc. during a high flow event caused by a major 
flood or hurricane is beyond the ability of any existing 
sediment transport model to simulate. The changes that the 
river has experienced over the last 50 years as described 
above will likely continue in the future; and these changes are 
specifically what the current models cannot simulate. 
Therefore, the model predictions should be considered as 
having a very limited long term reliability. 
 
Future flooding may be even more intense. According to the 
U.S. National Climate Assessment, flooding along rivers and 
other areas following heavy downpours and prolonged rains is 
exceeding the limits of flood protection infrastructure designed 
for historical conditions. Sea level rise, storm surge, and 
heavy downpours in combination with the pattern of continued 
development in coastal areas are increasing damage to U.S. 
infrastructure and are also increasing risks to ports and other 
installations. 
 
Nature and Extent of Contamination –  
Waste Pits North of I-10 
 
Waste disposal pits north of I-10 at the San Jacinto River 
were constructed and used in the mid-1960s for the disposal 
of paper mill waste containing dioxin. This dioxin was released 
into the San Jacinto River over time in part due to subsidence 
of the area, which resulted in the San Jacinto River washing 
over a portion of the waste pits. 
 
The waste material in the pits north of I-10 contain elevated 
concentrations of dioxins and Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls. The 
highest average concentrations of dioxin in surface and 
subsurface material north of I-10 occur in the northern 
impoundments (Figure 7). The maximum dioxin concentration in 
surface material (43,000 ng/kg) occurs in the northwest portion of 
the western cell of the impoundments. A water sample collected 
from within the waste pits contained 3,770 pg/L dioxin 
 

Principal Threat Wastes 

The National Contingency Plan establishes 
an expectation that EPA will use treatment to 
address the principal threats posed by a site 
wherever practicable (National Contingency 
Plan § 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A)). In general, 
principal threat wastes are those source 
materials considered to be highly toxic or 
highly mobile and which generally cannot be 
contained in a reliable manner or would 
present a significant risk to human health or 
the environment should exposure occur. The 
“principal threat” concept is applied to the 
characterization of “source materials” at a 
Superfund site.   
 
Elevated concentrations of dioxin has 
been detected at the Site: 
 

 Waste material in the waste pits (more 
than 43,000 ng/kg) 

 Soil in the Southern Impoundment 
(more than 50,000 ng/kg). 
 

Dioxin is highly toxic and persistent in nature 
(will not breakdown for hundreds of years).  
With the regular occurrence of severe storms 
and flooding in the area, there is uncertainty 
that the waste material can be reliably 
contained over the long term and therefore 
should be considered potentially highly mobile 
due to its location in a dynamic river 
environment. 
 
Because the dioxin waste in the northern 
impoundments and southern 
impoundment at the site is both highly 
toxic and potentially highly mobile (due to 
river flooding), it is considered a principal 
threat waste. The Environmental Protection 
Agency considers material at the Site with 
more than 300 ng/kg of dioxin to be Principal 
Threat Waste.  
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The sample with the highest dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl concentration of 2.83 ng/kg was collected 
from within the northern impoundments. Concentrations of Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls in sediments were 
either significantly correlated with concentrations of dioxins or were non-detect.  
 
Ground water sampling was conducted at three locations within the perimeter of the northern waste pits 
from each of two ground water bearing units below the waste pits. These ground water units contained 
brackish to saline ground water. Samples from five of the six wells did not detect any dioxins. The sixth well 
screened in the uppermost ground water bearing unit below the waste pits did detect dioxin/furan at a 
concentration (2.64 pg/L) that is much lower than the maximum contaminant level of 30 pg/L for a drinking 
water zone.  Harris County also sampled a total of 101 private water wells near the Site located to the east 
of the San Jacinto River. The analysis results did not find any exceedances of dioxin drinking water 
standards. 
 
Surface soil samples were collected from areas adjacent to the waste pits on both the east and west banks 
of the San Jacinto River. These samples, collected within the 100-year flood plain, contained a maximum 
dioxin level of 12 ng/kg, which is within the background dioxin range (0.4 to 23 ng/kg).  
 
Nature and Extent of Contamination – Surface Water and Sediment 
 
Sediment is the material deposited at the bottom of the San Jacinto River outside of the waste pits. Dioxin 
results in this sediment are typically three to four orders of magnitude lower than the waste within the pits. 
The highest dioxin levels outside of the waste pits are in the sand separation area, which is located in the 
San Jacinto River approximately 1000 feet northwest from the waste pits. The sand separation area 
(Figure 2) is where sand was separated from the rest of the dredged material during sand mining. A 
subsurface interval (between 3 and 6 feet below mudline) in the sand separation area has a dioxin level as 
high as 349 ng/kg. This was the highest dioxin measured outside the waste pits. The attached map shows 
that there are elevated levels of dioxins associated with Site wastes in sediments outside of the waste pits 
(Figure 7). The background sediment dioxin level is 7.2 ng/kg or less. 
 
Surface water samples collected between 2002 and 2009 by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
and the University of Houston showed elevated levels of dioxins near and downstream from the waste pits.   
 
The dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl concentrations outside of the waste pits are below 1 ng/kg except 
for one surface sample (6.85 ng/kg) and one subsurface sample (1.58 ng/kg) located along the northwest 
portion of the peninsula south of I-10. The dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl concentrations do not 
significantly add to the total dioxin equivalent concentration. 
  
Nature and Extent of Contamination – Tissue  
 
Tissue samples were collected from three Site fish collection areas (Figure 8): 
 

 Downstream of I-10, referred to below as “downstream”  

 In the area surrounding the impoundments north of I-10 and the upland sand separation area, 
referred to as “adjacent to the northern impoundments” 

 Immediately upstream of the northern impoundments and upland separation area, referred to as 
“upstream.” 
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Data for blue crab, hardhead catfish, and Gulf killifish are summarized in the figures below. The maximum 
detected values and highest mean values of dioxin and dioxin-like polychlorinated bi-phenyl generally were 
collected from the fish collection area adjacent to the northern impoundments.  

 
 Summary of Average Tissue Results  
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Nature and Extent of Contamination – Impoundment South of I-10 
 
The Southern Impoundment located south of I-10 at the San Jacinto River was constructed and used in the mid-
1960s for the disposal of paper mill waste containing dioxin. This impoundment contains the paper mill waste 
and debris, which was covered with soil. The maximum surface soil dioxin concentration in the Southern 
Impoundment is 36.9 ng/kg (Figure 9) which is below the level considered safe for nonrestrictive use.   
 
In subsurface soils from 6 to 24 inches, dioxin results 303 ng/kg, with an average of 16.5 ng/kg. Dioxin 
results deeper than 2 feet to 50,100 ng/kg and average 743 ng/kg.  
 
Ground water sampling was conducted at two locations outside of the southern impoundment; one was 
below the impoundment and the other was located downgradient to the west of the impoundment. The 
water in this area is brackish. Neither of these samples detected any dioxin or furan. Water samples 
collected from within the southern impoundment contained dioxin up to a maximum of 60.2 pg/L.   
 
Summary of Nature and Extent of Contamination 
 
There are high levels of dioxin/furans in the waste material in the northern impoundments and at the 6 -10 
foot depth in the southern impoundment. Tetra dioxin contamination associated with the site is present in 
sediments surrounding the impoundments, although (with the exception of the sand separation area) not at 
levels, on average, that are above the sediment cleanup level. Tissue samples from blue crab, hardhead 
catfish, clams and Gulf killifish show elevated levels of dioxins in the vicinity of the Site 
 
Resource Use 
 
Current land use at the Site is primarily industrial and commercial use. Current land use surrounding the 
Site includes mixed residential and industrial uses to the west, and undeveloped or residential areas to the 
east and north.  Immediately south of the Site is commercial/industrial land use. The future land use is not 
anticipated to be different from the current land use. 
 
The area south of the Site is dominated by activities associated with the Houston Ship Channel, specifically 
industrial sites that are served by the barges and ocean-going vessels that use the Houston Ship Channel.  
From the Site north to Lake Houston, there is less industrialization along the river. 
 
Commercial and recreational fishing activity occurs throughout Galveston Bay.  The San Jacinto River 
along with nearby Upper Galveston Bay, Tabbs Bay, and the San Jacinto State Park have many points of 
public access.  Through Texas Department of State Health Services (TDSHS) outreach activities, most of 
the people interviewed along the San Jacinto River, Houston Ship Channel, and Upper Galveston Bay have 
told TDSHS that they are fishing and/or crabbing for recreational purposes.  However, some people do 
admit to consuming fish and/or crabs from these areas despite the fact that consumption of mollusks and 
shellfish (clams, mussels, and oysters) taken from public fresh waters is prohibited by TDSHS.  Within 
public salt waters, these shellfish may be taken only from waters approved by TDSHS.  TDSHS shellfish 
harvest maps designate approved or conditionally approved harvest areas.  Waters near the Site are not 
included on these maps. 
 
Although the Site is private land, nearby access points along the San Jacinto River allow for a variety of 
recreational activities including picnicking, swimming, nature walks, bird watching, wading, fishing, boating, 
water sports, and other shoreline uses.  In the area to the south of the I-10 Bridge on the west side of the 
river, children and adults have been reported to play along the shoreline, wade in the water, and fish. 
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Scope and Role of Response Action 
 
The purpose of this response action is to implement a site-wide strategy that addresses the contaminated 
material at the Site with the primary objectives of preventing human and ecological exposure to 
contaminants, and preventing further migration of contaminants. The Preferred Alternative, 6N and 4S, 
consisting of full removal of materials that exceed the Preliminary Remediation Goals as well as 
Institutional Controls, is intended to address the threats to human health and environment. The Preferred 
Alternative is the only one that will reliably result in no future release. The San Jacinto River has been 
subject to severe flooding in the past and future flooding may even be more severe. The river has also 
experienced significant changes over the last 50 to 60 years as a result of subsidence and flooding cutting 
new channels. This is expected to continue in the future. Dioxin in the environment is very persistent, and is 
expected to remain toxic for over 500 years. Therefore, any cleanup approach involving containment would 
have to reliably achieve containment it for a very long time, over 500 years. The methods that can be used 
to predict the long-term performance of the river and the stability of a containment remedy have a high 
degree of uncertainty, as well as not being able to predict future changes in the river channels and 
riverbanks. The containment alternatives, while costing less, cannot be shown to reliably contain the waste 
material long-term. The benefit of full removal of the dioxin waste material is that the dioxin can never be 
released, and never result in a much more severe impact to the environment. 
 

Summary of Site Risks 
 
A Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (human health risk assessment) and Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessments (ecological risk assessments) were conducted to estimate the potential for current/future risk 
from exposure to contaminants from the Site. The human health risk assessment and ecological risk 
assessments were conducted to determine potential pathways by which people (human receptors) or animals 
(ecological receptors) could be exposed to upland or aquatic contamination in waste material, sediment, soil, 
water, or biota; the amount of contamination receptors of concern may be exposed to; and the toxicity of 
those contaminants if no action were taken to address contamination at the Site. Some of the human health 
risk determinations subsequently were modified by the Environmental Protection Agency based on further risk 
analysis as documented in memoranda included as part of the Site administrative record. 
 
The risk assessments were conducted on the baseline conditions that existed before the installation of the 
temporary armored cap over the northern waste pits that was completed during a removal action. This 
temporary cap was built to stabilize the northern waste pits and prevent direct human exposures until a 
permanent remedy could be selected for the Site.  These assessments provide the basis for taking action 
and identify the contaminants and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action.  
 
It is the Environmental Protection Agency’s current judgement that the Preferred Remedy identified in this 
Proposed Plan is necessary to protect public health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened 
releases of hazardous substances into the environment. 
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Human Health Risk 
 
The human health risk assessment  identified non-cancer hazards greater than one for some recreational 
fisher exposure scenarios (direct exposure to beach areas identified and the ingestion of catfish, clam, or 
crab from fishing areas identified), for some recreational visitor exposure scenarios (direct exposure to the 
beach area identified), and for some future construction worker exposure scenarios. The tables below 
provide a summary of Site related non-cancer hazard quotients above one. Hazard quotients greater than 

What is Risk and How is it Calculated? 

A Superfund human health risk assessment estimates the “baseline risk.”  This is an estimate of the 
likelihood of health problems occurring if no cleanup action was taken at a site.  To estimate the 
baseline risk at a site, a four-step process is used: 
 
      Step 1:       Analyze Contamination 
      Step 2:       Estimate Exposure 
      Step 3:       Assess Potential Health Dangers 
      Step 4:       Characterize Site Risk 
 
In Step 1, the concentrations of contaminants found at a site are examined as well as past scientific 
studies that demonstrate the effects these contaminants may have on people (or animals, when human 
studies are unavailable).  Comparisons between site-specific concentrations and concentrations 
reported in past studies help determine which contaminants are most likely to pose the greatest threat 
to human health. 
 
In Step 2, the different ways that people might be exposed to the contaminants identified in Step 1, the 
concentrations that people might be exposed to, and the potential frequency and duration of exposure 
are considered.  Using this information, a "reasonable maximum exposure" scenario is calculated, 
which portrays the highest level of human exposure that could reasonably be expected to occur. 
 
In Step 3, the information from Step 2 is combined with information on the toxicity of each chemical to 
assess potential health risks.  Two types of risk, cancer risk and non-cancer risk, are considered.  The 
likelihood of any kind of cancer resulting from a site is generally expressed as an upper-bound 
probability; for example, a "1 in 10,000 chance."  In other words, for every 10,000 people that could be 
exposed, one extra cancer may occur as a result of exposure to site contaminants.  An extra cancer 
case means that one more person could get cancer than would normally be expected to from all other 
causes.  For non-cancer risks, a hazard index (HI) is calculated.  The key concept here is that a 
"threshold level" exists below which non-cancer health effects are no longer predicted. 
 
In Step 4, it is determined if site risks are great enough to cause health problems for people at or near 
the site.  The results of the three previous steps are combined, evaluated, and summarized.  The 
potential risks from the individual chemicals are added up.  If cancer or non-cancer risks are found to be 
unacceptable, the contributing chemicals are then identified as contaminants of concern. For cumulative 
cancer risks, the EPA has determined increased cancer risk in excess of 10-4 (1 in 10,000) is 
unacceptable.  The risk range of 10-6 to 10-4 may be evaluated to determine whether risk is acceptable 
for future site conditions (such as land use and potential users).  For cumulative non-cancer risks, the 
EPA has established an HI of less than 1.0 as acceptable. 
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one indicate the potential of contaminants of concern (e.g. dioxin) may cause adverse health effects to 
those that are exposed in the manner specified in the tables. There were no cancer risks above the upper 
limit of the Environmental Protection Agency’s target cancer risk range (1x10-4) for all areas identified in the 
human health risk assessment  except for Beach Area E, which had an excess cancer risk of 6.6 x 10-4  for 
a recreational fisher exposed through ingestion and dermal contact with waste material and sediment. The 
basis for action at the Site are the unacceptable hazards to the recreational fisher (Hazard Index 65), to the 
recreational visitor (Hazard Index 66), and to the construction worker (Hazard Index 46). The three tables 
below provide more information on these hazards. For the recreational fisher (Figures 8 and 10) and the 
recreational visitor (Figure 11), risk assessments were done for areas both north and south of I-10.  For the 
construction worker, the risk assessment applies to the area south of I-10 (Figure 12). 
 
 

Non-Cancer Hazards for a Recreational Fisher 
 

Chemical Primary Target Organ 

Non-Cancer Hazard Quotient 

Exposure 
Route Total 

Incidental 
Ingestion of 

Sediment 

Dermal 
Contact with 

Sediment 

Consumption of 
Fish or 

Shellfish 

Scenario 1A: Direct Exposure Beach Area A; Ingestion of Catfish from Fish Collection Area 2/3 

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls 

Reproductive/Developmental 0.0006 0.0016 1.8 1.8 

Scenario 2A: Direct Exposure Beach Area B/C; Ingestion of Catfish from Fish Collection Area 2/3 

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls 

Reproductive/Developmental 0.0081 0.0229 1.8 1.8 

Scenario 3A: Direct Exposure Beach Area E; Ingestion of Catfish from Fish Collection Area 2/3 

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls 

Reproductive/Developmental 16 47 1.8 65 

Scenario 3B: Direct Exposure Beach Area E; Ingestion of Clam from Fish Collection Area 2 

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls 

Reproductive/Developmental 16 47 0.27 64 

Scenario 3C: Direct Exposure Beach Area E; Ingestion of Crab from Fish Collection Area 2/3 

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls 

Reproductive/Developmental 16 47 0.008 63 

Scenario 4A: Direct Exposure Beach Area D; Ingestion of Catfish from Fish Collection Area 1 

Dioxins and dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls 

Reproductive/Developmental 0.0027 0.0076 1.8 1.8 

Note: 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls - PCBs 
Dioxins – see Glossary 

 
 

Non-Cancer Hazards for a Recreational Visitor 
 

Chemical 
Primary  

Target Organ 

Non-Cancer Hazard Quotient 

Total 

Incidental 
Ingestion of 

Sediment 

Incidental 
Ingestion of 

Soil 

Dermal 
Contact with 

Sediment 

Dermal 
Contact with 

Soil 

Scenario 3: Direct Exposure Beach Area E 

Dioxin 
Reproductive/ 
Developmental 

17 0.03 49 0.0021 66 

Note: 
Dioxin  – 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin toxicity equivalent quotient 
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Non-Cancer Hazards for a Future Construction Worker 
 

Chemical Primary Target Organ 

Non-Cancer Hazard Quotient 

Total 
Incidental  

Ingestion of Soil 
Dermal Contact  

with Soil 

Scenario DS-1: Direct Exposure to Surface and Subsurface Soils 

Dioxin Reproductive/Developmental 9.6 0.49 10 

Scenario DS-2: Direct Exposure to Surface and Subsurface Soils 

Dioxin Reproductive/Developmental 44 2.2 46 

Scenario DS-4: Direct Exposure to Surface and Subsurface Soils 

Dioxin Reproductive/Developmental 32 1.6 34 

Scenario DS-5: Direct Exposure to Surface and Subsurface Soils 

 Dioxin Reproductive/Developmental 2.2 0.11 2.3 

Note: 
Dioxin – 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin toxicity equivalent quotient 

 
 
Ecological Risk 
 
Baseline risks to ecological receptors associated with the wastes in the impoundments north of I-10 are the 
result of exposures to dioxins localized to the immediate vicinity of the impoundments. Baseline ecological 
risks include reproductive risks to mollusks from dioxin, but primarily in the area that surrounds the former 
waste impoundments north of I-10, and low risks of reproductive effects in individual mollusks in sediments 
adjacent to the upland sand separation area, but not to populations of mollusks.  Baseline risks include 
moderate risks to individual birds like the killdeer or spotted sandpiper whose foraging area could regularly 
include the shoreline adjacent to the impoundments north of I-10, but low risk to populations because of the 
low to moderate probability that individual exposures reach effects levels. Baseline risks include risks to 
individual small mammals with home ranges that include areas adjacent to the impoundments such as the 
marsh rice rat, but low to negligible risks to small mammal populations because of the moderate probability 
that exposures will reach levels associated with reproductive effects in individuals, and because small 
mammals reproduce rapidly. 
 
Baseline risks to benthic macroinvertebrate communities and populations of fish, birds, mammals, and 
reptiles resulting from the presence of metals, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls, 
carbazole, and phenol on the Site are negligible. Risks to fish populations from all chemicals of potential 
concern are negligible. 
 
There are negligible risks to populations of wading birds represented by the great blue heron, and to 
populations of diving birds like the neotropic cormorant. There are negligible risks to populations of 
terrestrial mammals such as the raccoon.  There are low to negligible risks to individual terrestrial 
insectivorous birds like the killdeer from exposure to zinc, and negligible risks to populations of such birds. 
Although the upper bound of estimated daily intakes of zinc by individual killdeer is about equal to 
conservative effects thresholds, the exposure estimate is influenced by the use of generic models to 
estimate zinc concentrations in the foods of the killdeer, and this model likely overestimates ingested tissue 
concentrations, resulting in overestimates of exposure and risk. The highest exposures of killdeer to zinc 
occur outside of the northern impoundment perimeter, and background exposures less than 30 percent 
were lower than on the Site.  In addition, the low probability of individual exposures exceeding effects levels 
indicates low risk to populations.  There are also low to negligible risks to individual terrestrial insect eating 
birds from exposure to dioxins. The ecological risk assessments identified risk to ecological receptors as 
summarized in the tables below. 
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Ecological Risks 
 

Receptor of Concern Feeding Guild 
Contaminant 
of Concern Baseline Risk Identified 

Benthic Macroinvertebrates 

Mollusks Filter feeders 2,3,7,8-TCDD 
Reproductive risks to mollusks (primarily in the area 
which surrounds the waste impoundments) 

Individual mollusks Filter feeders 2,3,7,8-TCDD 
Low risks of reproductive effects (sediments adjacent to 
the upland sand separation area) 

Birds 

Spotted sandpiper Invertivore (probing) Dioxin 
Moderate risks to individual birds,  
low risk to populations 

Killdeer Invertivore (terrestrial) Dioxin 
Moderate risks to individual birds,  
low risk to populations 

Mammals 

Marsh rice rat Omnivore Dioxin 
Risk to individual small mammals with home ranges that 
include areas adjacent to the impoundments; low to 
negligible risk to populations 

Note: 
2,3,7,8-TCDD – 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin  
Dioxin – toxicity equivalent quotient for 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin calculated using toxicity equivalent factors for mammals 

 
 

Remedial Action Objectives and Preliminary Remediation Levels 
 
Remedial Action Objectives describe what the proposed site cleanup is expected to accomplish.   
 
According to the National Contingency Plan, 40 Code of Federal Regulations §300.430(a)(1)(i), the 
“national goal of the remedy selection process is to select remedies that are protective of human health and 
the environment, that maintain protection over time, and that minimize untreated waste.” Based on 
information relating to types of contaminants, environmental media of concern, and potential exposure 
pathways, site specific remedial action objectives were developed. The remedial action objectives 
developed consider the current and reasonably anticipated future land use including the use for industrial 
applications and by recreational fishers. Concentrations of polychlorinated bi-phenyls in waste materials 
and sediments were either significantly correlated with concentrations of dioxins or were generally below 
detection limits. Therefore, no remedial action objective was developed for polychlorinated bi-phenyls 

Remedial Action Objectives 

1) Prevent releases of dioxins and furans from the former waste impoundments to sediments and 
surface water of the San Jacinto River. 
 

2) Reduce human exposure to dioxins and furans from consumption of fish by remediating paper 
mill waste and sediments affected by paper mill waste to appropriate cleanup levels.  

 
3) Reduce human exposure to dioxins and furans from direct contact with paper mill waste, soil, 

and sediment by remediating affected media to appropriate cleanup levels. 
 

4) Reduce exposures of benthic macroinvertebrates to paper mill waste-derived dioxins and 
furans by remediating sediment to appropriate cleanup levels. 
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because remediation of material contaminated with dioxins will also remediate the co-located 
polychlorinated bi-phenyls. While the human health risk assessment considered subsistence fisher 
populations, the Texas Department of State and Health Services (DSHS) could not identify subsistence 
fishers in the area of the Site. Therefore this receptor is not considered to be consistent with the current or 
future land use. The Environmental Protection Agency used the next most conservative value of a child 
recreational fisher for its risk calculations. 

  
The following Preliminary Remediation Goals provide numerical criteria that will be used to measure the 
progress in meeting the Remedial Action Objectives. The preliminary remediation goals are acceptable 
exposure levels (i.e., contaminant concentration levels) that are protective of human health and the 
environment, and are developed considering applicable, relevant, and appropriate requirements, as 
specified in the National Contingency Plan.  Site preliminary remediation goals are presented below: 
 

 Dioxin in sediment – 30 ng/kg (recreational fisher). 
 Dioxin in paper mill waste material areas – 200 ng/kg (recreational visitor). 
 Dioxin in subsurface soil – 240 ng/kg (Southern Impoundment construction worker). 
 Texas Surface Water Quality Standard for Dioxins/Furans – 7.97 x 10-8 µg/L (as TCDD 

equivalents). [30 Texas Administrative Code §307.6(d)(a)(A) and (B) and §307.10].  This standard 
was updated by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality in 2014 and approved by the 
Environmental Protection Agency to base the dioxin standard on water column criteria.  The 
standard was calculated based on an oral cancer slope factor of 156,000 found in in the 
Environmental Protection Agency 2002 National Recommended Water Quality Criteria Matrix. 
 

The sediment Preliminary Remediation Goal of 30 ng/kg was developed for the Site based on protecting 
human health of the most vulnerable potentially exposed group or individual of the community. In this case 
a recreational child fisher was assumed to get exposed to contaminated sediment through incidental 
ingestion, dermal contact, and from the ingestion of fish/shellfish. The 30 ng/kg is associated with a non-
cancer Hazard Index of one with the understanding that by protecting at a Hazard Index of one will also be 
protecting for cancer effects near the middle (2.1 x 10-5) of the Environmental Protection Agency’s generally 
acceptable cancer risk range.  
 
For the river areas outside of the armor cap, the surface area–weighted average dioxin concentration in 
sediment for Fish Collection Area 1 located just south of the waste pits (Figure 8) is 16.1 ng/kg, and the 
surface area–weighted average dioxin concentration in sediment for Fish Collection Area 2/3 located 
adjacent to and upstream of the waste pits is 11.2 ng/kg. Because the average dioxin concentrations in 
sediment both upstream and downstream of the waste pits are less than the 30 ng/kg Preliminary 
Remediation Goal for sediment, remediation of the sediment, with the exception of the waste material areas 
described below, is not required. 
 
The 200 ng/kg Preliminary Remediation Goal for the waste material areas is associated with a non-cancer 
Hazard Index of one. In this case a recreational visitor was assumed to get exposed to contaminated waste 
material and sediment. The waste material areas include the waste pits (Figure 2). 
 
The 240 ng/kg Preliminary Remediation Goal applies to soil the Southern Impoundment (Figure 12) and is 
associated with a non-cancer Hazard Index of one. In this case a construction worker was assumed to get 
exposed to contaminated sub-soils in the area during construction activities.  The surface soil in this area is 
less than 50 ng/kg. 
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The sediment upstream from the Site has a dioxin concentration of 7.2 ng/kg, which is well below the 
sediment Preliminary Remediation Goal of 30 ng/kg. Therefor re-contamination of the Site by new sediment 
being carried downstream is not likely. 
 
There are no preliminary remediation goals  for fish tissue because the required sediment cleanup 
measures at the Site will reduce contaminant concentrations in tissue, but these concentrations will 
continue to be affected by factors outside the scope of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act Site cleanup, including upstream and downstream dioxin inputs from other 
sources. Measuring trends against target tissue concentrations is useful for assessing risk reduction and for 
risk communication, but tissue preliminary remediation goals are not required to evaluate these trends. 
 
It is anticipated that the 200 ng/kg dioxin Preliminary Remediation Goal for the waste material areas, as 
well as the 30 ng/kg dioxin Preliminary Remediation Goal in sediment, will be achieved relatively soon after 
construction of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6N) is completed, or approximately 2 years after 
construction begins. The 240 ng/kg dioxin Preliminary Remediation Goal for the Southern Impoundment will 
be achieved when construction of the Preferred Alternative there (Alternative 4S) is completed, or 
approximately 7 months after construction begins. 
 
Summary of Remedial Alternatives 
 
The feasibility study identified and screened possible response actions and remedial technologies 
applicable to the Site. Following the screening process, remedial alternatives were developed to address 
the area north of I-10 and the area south of I-10. Alternatives that address the area north of I-10 and 
aquatic environment include the letter “N” in the title (e.g., 1N, 2N), and alternatives that address the area 
south of I-10 include the letter “S” in the title (e.g., 1S, 2S). During the Feasibility Study, cost estimates are 
developed for each remedial action alternative for comparison purposes. The accuracy of these estimates 
is linked to the quality of the Remedial Investigation data, which helps define the scope of each alternative. 
Because the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study cannot remove all uncertainty no matter how 
good the data may be, the expected accuracy of cost estimates during the Feasibility Study is less than that 
of estimates developed during later stages of the Superfund process. The expected accuracy of Feasibility 
Study cost estimates ranges from –30 percent to +50 percent. 
 

Alternatives for the San Jacinto River and Area North of I-10: 
 
Alternative 1N – Temporary Armored Cap and Ongoing Operations, Inspection, and Maintenance 
(No Further Action) 
 
Estimated Maintenance Cost (e.g., inspection, maintenance, 5-year reviews):  $0.5 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $0.5 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  Construction complete 
 
Under this alternative, No Further Action would be conducted for the temporary armored cap constructed 
under the Time Critical Removal Action and no additional remedial action would be implemented.  
Treatment through solidification of a portion of the paper mill waste material was completed to aid 
construction of the cap. However, this alternative has no further provision for treatment or removal of the 
Principal Threat Waste. Approximately 6,000 cubic yards in the upper 3 feet over 1.2 acres of the western 
cell was treated with 8% Portland Cement to allow access for construction. This alternative includes 
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ongoing operations, inspection, and maintenance of the armored cap, which includes inspection and 
periodic maintenance, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as required under the 
National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). This alternative has no 
provision for the sediment hot-spot located in the Sand Separation Area. The total present value costs for 
this and all other alternatives are calculated using a 30 year timeframe and a 7% discount rate. 
 
Alternative 2N – Armored Cap, Institutional Controls, Ground Water Monitoring, and Monitored 
Natural Recovery 
 
Estimated Maintenance Cost:  $2.0 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $2.0 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  Construction complete 
 
This alternative includes all of the elements discussed under Alternative 1N, plus institutional and 
engineering controls, ground water monitoring, and Monitored Natural Recovery. Monitored Natural 
Recovery would be used to achieve the Preliminary Remediation Goal for sediment in the Sand Separation 
Area and the Texas Surface Water Quality Standard in the San Jacinto River. Hydrodynamic and sediment 
transport modeling of the San Jacinto River in the vicinity of the Site determined that there is a net 
deposition of sediment that will support Monitored Natural 
Recovery. Further, approximately two feet of sediment 
deposition found over the toe of the cap in the northwest area 
during an Environmental Protection Agency Dive Team 
inspection of the cap also supports the depositional nature of 
the area. 
 
This Alternative 2N this would not result in treatment of the 
Principal Threat Waste other than the solidification for the 
original construction of the cap.     
 
Ground water monitoring would be implemented to ensure 
that there are no long-term unacceptable impacts to ground 
water resulting from the waste left in place.  Under this 
remedial alternative, the following institutional and 
engineering controls would be implemented: 
 

 Restrictions on dredging and anchoring would be 
established to protect the integrity of the armored 
cap and to limit potential disturbance and 
resuspension of buried sediment under the residuals 
cover layers. 

 Alert property owners of the presence of subsurface 
materials exceeding Remediation Levels. 

 Public notices and signage around the perimeter of the temporary armored cap site would be 
maintained or provided, as appropriate. 

 As a result of the long term persistence of dioxin, it is anticipated that the institutional controls will 
be essentially permanent measures. 

 

Institutional Controls 

Institutional controls are non-engineered 
instruments such as administrative and legal 
controls that help minimize the potential for 
human exposure to contamination and protect 
the integrity of a remedy by limiting land or 
resource use. 

Engineering Controls  

Engineering controls are physical measures 
such as fencing or signage that are used to 
limit access to contaminated areas or areas 
that may pose a physical hazard. 

Monitored Natural Recovery 

Monitored Natural Recovery is a technology 
in which contaminant concentrations are 
monitored with no other remedial actions 
taken to address contamination.  Monitored 
Natural Recovery assesses the natural 
attenuation of contaminants by physical, 
chemical, and biological processes.   
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This alternative includes ongoing operations, inspection, and maintenance of the armored cap, which 
includes inspection and periodic maintenance, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as 
required under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). A 
periodic sampling and analytical program would also be implemented to monitor the progress of natural 
recovery. The current temporary cap has had no impact on navigation, and this alternative is not expected 
to be different. 
 
Alternative 3N – Permanent Cap, Institutional Controls, Ground Water Monitoring, and Monitored 
Natural Recovery 
 
Estimated Capital Cost:  $1.77 million 
Estimated In-Direct & Post Construction Cost:  $2.38 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $4.1 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  2 months 
 
This alternative includes the actions described under Alternative 2N plus additional improvements to the 
temporary armored cap to create a permanent cap. The improvements use a higher factor of safety of 1.5 
for sizing the armor stone, and include flattening submerged slopes from 2 horizontal to 1 vertical (2H:1V) 
to 3H:1V and flattening the slopes in the surf zone from 3H:1V to 5 horizontal to 1 vertical (5H:1V). In 
addition, the Permanent Cap uses larger rock sized for the “No Displacement” design scenario, which is 
more conservative than the “Minor Displacement” scenario used in the Armored Cap’s design. This 
alternative will increase the long-term stability of the armored cap compared to Alternatives 1N and 2N.  
However, the enhanced cap under Alternative 3N is expected to experience 80% erosion of the cap during 
a severe storm as determined by the Corps of Engineers’ report (Appendix A of the Feasibility Study), Cost 
estimates for this alternative also include additional measures to protect the permanent cap from potential 
vessel traffic in the form of a protective perimeter barrier and could include construction of a 5-foot high 
submerged rock berm outside the perimeter of the permanent cap, in areas where vessels could potentially 
impact the cap. Monitored Natural Recovery would be used to achieve the Preliminary Remediation Goal 
for sediment in the Sand Separation Area and the Texas Surface Water Quality Standard in the San 
Jacinto River. 
 
This Alternative 3N this would not result in treatment other than the solidification for construction of the 
Principal Threat Waste, which is defined as Site material containing dioxin greater than 300 ng/kg.   
 
Upon completion, the Permanent Cap would be constructed to a standard that exceeds Environmental 
Protection Agency and United States Army Corps of Engineers design guidance, and meets or exceeds the 
recommended enhancements suggested by the United States Army Corps of Engineers in their 2013 
evaluation.  Ground water monitoring would be implemented to ensure that there are no long-term 
unacceptable impacts to ground water resulting from the waste left in place.  Institutional controls would be 
implemented to place restrictions on dredging and anchoring to protect the integrity of the armored cap and 
to limit potential disturbance and resuspension of buried sediment near the upland sand separation area. 
 
This alternative includes ongoing operations, inspection, and maintenance of the armored cap, which 
includes inspection and periodic maintenance, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as 
required under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). A 
periodic sampling and analytical program would also be implemented to monitor the progress of natural 
recovery. The current temporary cap has had no impact on navigation, and this alternative is not expected 
to be different. 
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Alternative 3aN – Enhanced Permanent Cap, Protective Pilings, Institutional Controls, Ground 
Water Monitoring, and Monitored Natural Recovery 
 
Estimated Capital Cost:  $19.7 million 
Estimated In-Direct & Post Construction Cost:  $5.1 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $24.8 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  15 months 
 
The Corps of Engineers determined that the cap considered for Alternative 3N may experience 80% 
erosion of the armor cap (Appendix A of the Feasibility Study), and substantial erosion of the underlying 
paper mill waste material in a future severe storm.  This alternative, 3aN, includes the actions described 
under Alternative 3N plus additional enhancements to the temporary armored cap recommended by the 
Corps of Engineers.to create a permanent cap with increased long-term stability. The Corps modeling and 
analyses did not include or could not model the changing river conditions that have occurred over the past 
60 years as shown on Figures 3 through 6, attached.  
 
The additional cap enhancements added for this alternative include pre-stressed concrete or concrete filled steel 
pipe pilings placed 30 feet apart around the perimeter of the cap to protect from barge strikes. The spacing is 
designed to catch a typical barge, which is 35 feet wide. An additional armor stone cap with a thickness of at 
least 24 inches would be placed over the armor cap for Alternative 3N. The armor stone would have a median 
diameter of 15 inches. This additional armor stone would cover 13.4 acres of the 17.1 acre armored cap. Also, a 
course gravel filter layer would be placed on 1.5 acres of the Northwest Area where there is currently no 
geotextile under the armor cap. The actual scope and design of the cap enhancements, and additional area 
needed to construct the required slopes, would be determined in the Remedial Design. This additional weight of 
rock on top of the waste pits may cause cap settling and/or pushing the waste material out the sides of the cap; 
the Remedial Design will consider the significance of and design issues related to this. Monitored Natural 
Recovery would be used to achieve the Preliminary Remediation Goal for sediment in the Sand Separation Area 
and the Texas Surface Water Quality Standard in the San Jacinto River. 
 
This Alternative 3aN this would not result in treatment of the Principal Threat Waste, which is defined as 
Site material containing dioxin greater than 300 ng/kg, with the exception of the solidification for 
construction of the western cell of the original cap.  Alternative 3aN also would require ongoing 
maintenance to ensure cap integrity over the hundreds of years the Site waste will remain toxic. 
 
Ground water monitoring would be implemented to ensure that there are no long-term unacceptable 
impacts to ground water resulting from the waste left in place.  Institutional controls would be implemented 
to place restrictions on dredging and anchoring to protect the integrity of the armored cap and to limit 
potential disturbance and resuspension of buried sediment near the upland sand separation area. 
 
This alternative includes ongoing operations, inspection, and maintenance of the armored cap, which 
includes inspection and periodic maintenance, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as 
required under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). A 
periodic sampling and analytical program would also be implemented to monitor the progress of natural 
recovery. The current temporary cap has had no impact on navigation, and this alternative is not expected 
to be different. 
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Alternative 4N – Partial Solidification/Stabilization, Permanent Cap, Institutional Controls, Ground 
Water Monitoring, and Monitored Natural Recovery 

Estimated Capital Cost:  $11.13 million 
Estimated In-Direct & Post Construction Cost:  $3.74 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $14.8 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  17 months 
 
This remedial alternative provides for solidification and stabilization of the most highly contaminated 
material. The purpose of solidification/stabilization at the Site is to reduce the mobility of the waste material 
thereby reducing the potential for a dioxin release into the San Jacinto River. A dioxin and furan value that 
exceeds 13,000 ng/kg dioxin was used to define the most highly contaminated material. This alternative 
would result in treatment of a portion of the Principle Threat Waste. Under this alternative, 3.6 acres of the 
armor cap would be removed and about 52,000 cubic yards of materials beneath the cap exceeding 13,000 
ng/kg dioxin, regardless of waste material depth, would undergo solidification and stabilization. The type of 
amendments would be determined during the Remedial Design. The extent of the area for partial 
solidification and stabilization is the western cell and a portion of the eastern cell that is currently covered 
by the armored cap. The maximum depth of solidification and stabilization in the western cell would be to 
approximately 10-feet below the current base of the armored cap and on average approximately 5-feet 
below the current base of the armored cap in the eastern cell and northwestern area. 

For solidification/stabilization, amendments, such as Portland cement or other materials, would be mixed 
with the waste material. Mixing of amendments and the waste material could be accomplished using large-
diameter augers or conventional excavators. Before mixing, portions of the armored cap armor rock where 
mixing will occur would need to be removed and stockpiled for reuse, if possible, or washed to remove 
adhering sediment and disposed in an appropriate facility. The geotextile and geomembrane in those areas 
would also need to be removed and disposed of as contaminated debris. Submerged areas to be stabilized 
would need to be isolated from the surface water with sheet piling and mostly dewatered prior to mixing 
with treatment reagents using conventional or long reach excavators.   

Finally, a permanent cap would be constructed as described in 3N, including replacement of the armor rock 
layer geomembrane and geotextile over the solidification and stabilization footprint; and the measures 
described under Alternative 3N and 3aN to protect the permanent cap from vessel traffic would be 
implemented. Monitored Natural Recovery would be used to achieve the sediment Preliminary Remediation 
Goal in the Sand Separation Area and the Texas Surface Water Quality Standard in the San Jacinto River. 
Institutional controls would be implemented to place restrictions on dredging and anchoring to protect the 
integrity of the armored cap and to limit potential disturbance and resuspension of buried sediment near the 
upland sand separation area. Ground water monitoring would be implemented to ensure that there are no 
long-term unacceptable impacts to ground water resulting from the waste left in place. 

The estimated footprint of this alternative is approximately 2.6 acres in the western cell and 1.0 acre of 
submerged waste material spanning the eastern cell and the northwestern area. Based on the horizontal and 
vertical limits identified for this alternative, a total of approximately 52,000 cubic yards of soil and waste 
material would be treated. 

This alternative includes ongoing operations, inspection, and maintenance of the armored cap, which includes 
inspection and periodic maintenance, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as required 
under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). A periodic sampling 
and analytical program would also be implemented to monitor the progress of natural recovery. The current 
temporary cap has had no impact on navigation, and this alternative is not expected to be different. 
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Alternative 5N – Partial Removal, Permanent Cap, Institutional Controls, and 
Monitored Natural Recovery 
 
Estimated Capital Cost:  $24.86 million 
Estimated In-Direct & Post Construction Cost:  $4.94 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $29.8 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  13 months 
 
This remedial alternative provides for removal and offsite disposal of the most highly contaminated 
material. A dioxin and furan value that exceeds 13,000 ng/kg dioxin was used to define the most highly 
contaminated material; however, this would not result in removal or treatment of all of the Principal Threat 
Waste, which is defined as Site material containing dioxin greater than 300 ng/kg. Under this alternative, 
3.6 acres of the armor cap would be removed and about 52,000 cubic yards of materials beneath the cap 
exceeding 13,000 ng/kg dioxin, regardless of waste material depth, would be removed. The lateral and 
vertical extent and volume of waste material removed under this alternative is the same as the waste 
material to be treated as described in the previous section for alternative 4N. Construction of a permanent 
cap, institutional controls, and Monitored Natural Recovery for the Sand Separation Area, as described in 
Alternative 3N, are also included in this remedial alternative. 
 
To mitigate potential water quality issues, submerged areas would need to be isolated using berms, sheet 
piles, and/or turbidity barrier/silt curtains prior to excavating waste material. Upland areas would not need to 
be isolated with sheet piling, but the excavation would require continuous dewatering and may need to be 
timed to try to avoid high water and times of year when storms are most likely.  
 
Excavated waste material would be dewatered or solidified for disposal at an off-site permitted facility. 
Effluent from excavated waste material dewatering would need to be handled appropriately, potentially 
including treatment prior to disposal. Following completion of the excavation, the work area would be 
backfilled to replace the excavated waste material and then the permanent cap would be constructed, 
including replacing the armor rock layer above the excavation footprint and the geomembrane and 
geotextile layers. Institutional controls would be implemented to place restrictions on dredging and 
anchoring to protect the integrity of the armored cap and to limit potential disturbance and resuspension of 
buried sediment near the upland sand separation area where one location exists with dioxin concentrations 
exceeding the waste material cleanup goal. Ground water monitoring would be implemented to ensure that 
there are no long-term unacceptable impacts to ground water resulting from the waste left in place. 
 
This alternative includes ongoing operations, inspection, and maintenance of the armored cap, which 
includes inspection and periodic maintenance, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as 
required under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). A 
periodic sampling and analytical program would also be implemented to monitor the progress of natural 
recovery. The current temporary cap has had no impact on navigation, and this alternative is not expected 
to be different. 
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Alternative 5aN - Partial Removal of Materials Exceeding Cleanup Levels, Permanent Cap, 
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Recovery 
 
Estimated Capital Cost:  $60.38 million 
Estimated In-Direct & Post Construction Cost:  $9.21 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $69.6 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  19 months 
 
For this alternative, the Preliminary Remediation Goal for a recreational visitor (200 ng/kg dioxin) was 
considered for the areas within the armored cap, which are either above the water or where the water depth 
is 10 feet or less. As an additional criterion, locations exceeding 13,000 ng/kg dioxin are also removed 
regardless of water depth; however, all samples exceeding 13,000 ng/kg dioxin are located in areas where 
the water depth is 10 feet or less. This alternative entails removal of approximately 137,600 cubic yards of 
waste material from the waste pits. 
 
As with Alternatives 4N and 5N, the existing armored cap (consisting of cap rock, geomembrane, and 
geotextile) would need to be removed prior to beginning excavation work.     
 
This alternative also includes an engineered barrier to manage water quality during construction. In shallow 
water areas (water depths up to approximately 3 feet), this barrier would be constructed as an earthen 
berm, extending to an elevation at least 2 feet above the high water elevation in consideration of wind-
generated waves and vessel wakes.   
 
Work would be conducted in the wet. Excavated waste material would be offloaded, dewatered, and 
stabilized at a dedicated offloading location, as necessary, to eliminate free liquids for transportation and 
disposal. Following removal of impacted waste material, the area from which waste materials are removed 
would be covered with a residuals management layer of clean cover material.   
 
In the deeper water areas of the waste pits where removal is not conducted, the existing armored cap 
would be maintained. Monitored Natural Recovery would be used to achieve the Preliminary Remediation 
Goal for sediment in the Sand Separation Area. Institutional controls would be implemented to place 
restrictions on dredging and anchoring to protect the integrity of the armored cap and to limit potential 
disturbance and resuspension of buried waste material near the upland sand separation area where one 
location exists with dioxin concentrations exceeding the waste material cleanup goal. Ground water 
monitoring would be implemented to ensure that there are no long-term unacceptable impacts to ground 
water resulting from the waste left in place. 
 
This alternative includes ongoing operations, inspection, and maintenance of the armored cap, which 
includes inspection and periodic maintenance, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as 
required under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). A 
periodic sampling and analytical program would also be implemented to monitor the progress of natural 
recovery. The current temporary cap has had no impact on navigation, and this alternative is not expected 
to be different. 
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Alternative 6N - Full Removal of Materials Exceeding Cleanup Levels and Institutional Controls 

Estimated Capital Cost:  $89.6 million 
Estimated In-Direct & Post Construction Cost:  $11.3 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $101 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  19 months 
 
This alternative involves the removal of all waste material that exceeds the Preliminary Remediation Goal 
of 200 ng/kg regardless of depth. The sediment in the Sand Separation Area exceeding the sediment 
Preliminary Remediation Goal would also be removed regardless of depth. This would involve removal of 
the majority of the existing armored cap and the removal of 200,100 cubic yards of material. Alternative 6N 
includes Best Management Practices recommended by the Corps of Engineers. 
   
The full removal alternative will utilize Best Management Practices to reduce and control the re-suspension 
of waste material and sediment. While the Best Management Practices identified below were 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers and were used for costing purposes, the final use and design of 
Best Management Practices will be determined during the Remedial Design. The Best Management 
Practices may include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

 The removal will be completed in stages or sections as appropriate to limit the exposure of the 
uncovered sections of the waste pits to potential storms.  

 Raised berms and sheet piles in addition to dewatering and removal in the dry where feasible will 
be used to reduce the re-suspension and spreading to the removed material.  

 The berms would be armored on both sides with armor material removed from the areas that have 
geotextile present. 

 Approximately three-fourths of the waste material will be excavated in the dry behind sheet pile 
walls. An excavation dewatering and water treatment system will operate on any day of 
excavation.  

 Residual concentrations of contaminants following excavation and removal will be covered by at 
least two layers of clean fill to limit intermixing of residual material with the clean fill.  

 Removal of submerged waste materials in the Northwest area will include isolation of the work 
area with berms/sheet piles. 

 

Excavated waste material would be dewatered (decanted) and stabilized by addition of Portland cement or 
other additive at the offloading location, as necessary, to eliminate free liquids for transportation and 
disposal. Some operations, such as water treatment, may be barge mounted. In the Northwest area only, 
armoring of the residual concentrations of contaminants following excavation and removal will be covered 
by at least two layers of clean fill to limit intermixing of residual material with the clean fill. The protective 
berms will be left in place after construction to provide a barrier, limiting barge and boat traffic over the site.  
Institutional controls will be used to prevent disturbance of the sediment residuals below the residual cover 
layers. 
 

This alternative entails removal of approximately 200,100 cubic yards of waste material from the waste pits 
footprint and sediment from the Sand Separation Area, which would require a relatively large offloading and 
waste material processing facility to efficiently accomplish the work. Additional activities would include 
management and disposal of dewatering effluent, including treatment if necessary. Material that is removed 
would be transported in compliance with applicable requirements and permanently managed in an 
approved permitted facility cleared by the Environmental Protection Agency’s regional offsite rule contact. 
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Approximately 17,500 truck trips map be required to transport the waste material to the off-site approved 
permitted facility; however, capacity of roads to handle the loads will impact the truck size that can be used. 
The method of transportation and number of trips will be determined during the Remedial Design, as well 
as other transportation alternatives, including rail transport. The material will require dewatering by removal 
and/or treatment so that there are no free liquids. 
 
This alternative includes the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year reviews as required under the 
National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). The current temporary cap 
has had no impact on navigation, and this alternative is not expected to be different. 
 

Alternatives for the Former Southern Impoundment: 
 
Alternative 1S – No Action This should be No Action since no removal work was done for the 
southern impoundment 
 
Estimated Capital Cost:  $0 
Estimated Post Construction Cost:  $143,000 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $143,000 
Estimated Construction Time:  None 
 
Under this remedial alternative for the area of investigation south of I-10, impacted soil would remain in 
place and no steps would be taken to alert future landowners or construction workers of the presence, at 
depth, of dioxin concentrations exceeding cleanup goals. The estimated cost for this alternative includes 
the cost of future Environmental Protection Agency five-year reviews. 
 
Alternative 2S – Institutional Controls and Ground Water Monitoring 
 
Estimated Capital Cost:  $65,000  
Estimated Post Construction Cost:  $959,000 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $1.02 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  None 
 
This alternative would apply to locations in the area south of I-10 where the dioxin concentration in certain 
levels within the upper 10 feet of soil exceed the cleanup goal for the future construction worker (240 ng/kg 
TEQDF,M). The upper 10 feet depth is based on the depth for the exposure scenario, i.e., construction 
worker. Dioxin concentrations in the upper 10 feet of soil exceed the cleanup goal at four locations. Ground 
water monitoring would be implemented to ensure that there are no long-term unacceptable impacts to 
ground water resulting from the waste left in place. Under this remedial alternative, the following 
institutional controls would be implemented: 
 

 Deed restrictions would be applied to parcels in which the depth-weighted average dioxin 
concentrations in the upper 10 feet of subsurface soil exceed the soil cleanup goal for the future 
construction worker. 

 Notices would be attached to deeds of affected properties to alert potential future purchasers of the 
presence of waste and soil with dioxin concentrations exceeding the soil cleanup goal. 

 As a result of the long term persistence of dioxin, it is anticipated that the institutional controls will 
be essentially permanent measures. 
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This alternative includes ongoing ground water monitoring, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year 
reviews as required under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). 
 

Alternative 3S – Enhanced Institutional Controls and Ground Water Monitoring 
 

Estimated Capital Cost:  $367,000  
Estimated Post Construction Cost:  $1.04 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $1.4 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  1 month 
 

This remedial alternative would incorporate the Institutional controls identified in Alternative 2S and add 
physical features to enhance the effectiveness of the institutional controls. The physical features would 
include bollards to define the areal extent of the remedial action areas at the surface and a marker layer 
that would alert workers digging in the area that deeper soil may be impacted.   
Implementation of this remedial alternative may include the following steps: 
 

 Removing up to 2 feet of surface soil. 

 Temporarily stockpiling the soil onsite. 

 Placing the marker layer (such as a geogrid or similar durable and readily visible material) at the 
bottom of the excavation. 

 Returning the soil to the excavation and re-establishing vegetative cover. 

 Placing bollards at the corners of the remedial action areas. 
 

This alternative includes ongoing ground water monitoring, and the Environmental Protection Agency 5-year 
reviews as required under the National Contingency Plan in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 300.430 (f)(iv)(2). 
 
Alternative 4S – Removal and Offsite Disposal, Institutional Controls 
 
Estimated Capital Cost:  $9.07 million 
Estimated Post Construction Cost:  $0.85 million 
Estimated Total Present Worth Cost:  $9.9 million 
Estimated Construction Time:  7 months 
 
This remedial alternative involves excavation and replacement of soil in the areas exceeding the 
preliminary remediation goal. Implementation of this remedial alternative would require dewatering to lower 
the water table to allow excavation of impacted soil in relatively dry conditions, and may need to be timed to 
try to avoid high water and periods when storms are most likely. Excavated soil would be further dewatered 
or solidified, as necessary, prior to transporting it for disposal. Effluent from excavation and subsequent 
dewatering would need to be handled appropriately, potentially including treatment prior to disposal.  
Excavated soil would be disposed of at an existing permitted landfill, the excavation would be backfilled 
with imported soil, and vegetation would be re-established. An existing building (an elevated frame 
structure) and a concrete slab would need to be demolished and removed prior to excavating the 
underlying soil. These features would be replaced, if necessary. Ground water monitoring is not a part of 
this Alternative 4S because material containing dioxin above the Preliminary Remediation Goal will be 
removed and disposed of off-site. 
 
The removal volume (50,000 cubic yards) was calculated assuming a conservative excavation side slope of 2 
horizontal to 1 vertical. Transportation and disposal costs were estimated assuming that all of the excavated 
material would be transported to a licensed landfill for disposal. Institutional controls will applied to insure the 
continued industrial use of the area. 
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Evaluation of Alternatives 
 
The National Contingency Plan requires the use of nine criteria to evaluate the difference of remediation 
alternatives individually and in comparison to each other.  These criteria include threshold criteria, which 
requires that each alternative must meet in order to be eligible for selection.  Primary balancing criteria are 
used to weigh major trade-offs among alternatives, and modifying criteria involve state and community 
acceptance. 
 
The two threshold criteria are:  1) overall protection of human health and the environment, and 2) 
compliance with applicable, relevant, and appropriate requirements. The five primary balancing criteria are:  
3) long-term effectiveness and permanence; 4) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; 

5) short-term effectiveness; 6) implement-ability; and 7) cost. The two modifying criteria are: 8) state 
acceptance, and 9) community acceptance. Environmental Protection Agency assesses public comment on 
the Proposed Plan to gauge community acceptance. 

 
This section of the Proposed Plan discusses the relative performance of each alternative against the nine 
criteria and the rationale for selecting the Preferred Alternatives. The 12 alternatives are as follows, one 
must be selected for each area: 
 
Several treatment technologies, including thermal (in-pile thermal desorption) and chemical (solvated 
electron technology and base catalyzed decomposition) processes, were also considered for use at the 
Site but were not included in a remedial alternative, as discussed further in the Feasibility Study. The 
feasibility study contains a detailed analysis of each alternative against the criteria and a comparative 
analysis of how the alternatives compare to each other, a summary is provided below.   
 
Threshold Criteria 
 
The two threshold criteria are overall protection of human health and the environment, and compliance with 
applicable, relevant, and appropriate requirements. The containment alternatives (2N through 5aN) will only 
remain protective if they are properly maintained for the length of time (hundreds of years) that the 
impounded waste retains its toxicity, and their integrity is not compromised by extreme weather events, 
barge strikes and/or changes in the river channel which could result in a future release. Alternative 6N best 
realizes the Threshold Criteria because the waste material would be removed and therefore not subject to a 
potential future release. 
 
One of the applicable requirements is the Clean Water Act §404(b)(1), which addressed discharges of 
dredge and fill material into waters of the United States. The San Jacinto site is a water of the United 
States.  Dredge and fill permits are applicable to dredging, in‐water disposal, capping, construction of 
berms or levees, stream channelization, excavation and/or dewatering. Permits are not required, however, 
for on‐site Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act actions. Under the 
§404(b)(1) guidelines, efforts should be made to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects on the 
waters of the United States and, where possible, select a practicable (engineering feasible) alternative with 
the least adverse effects. The substantive requirements of Section 404 were considered in the selection of 
the preferred remedial action. The preferred remedial action is designed to minimize adverse impacts to 
waters of the United States through the use of best management practices to minimize releases to the San 
Jacinto River. Additional evaluations will be conducted during the Remedial Design to determine the 
potential habitat impacts related to impacts of dredging and placement of the clean residual layer 
management materials to document compliance with CWA Section 404(b)(1).  
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Several facilities have been identified for the excavation alternatives that could potentially receive the waste 
material, however, the actual disposal location would be determined during the Remedial Design. Any potential 
releases during excavation will be reduced through implementation of best management practices. 
 
There are significant differences between the northern area alternatives regarding the amount of potential dioxin 
impacts to the San Jacinto River, and when those impacts may occur. For example, Alternatives 3N  would not 
result in any significant short term dioxin impact during construction because the existing cap is not removed. 
However, based on the Corps of Engineers review (Appendix A of the Feasibility Study), a severe future storm 
could result in significant erosion of 80% of the armor cap and up to 2.4 feet of scour into the waste pits. 
 
Alternative 3aN is an enhanced capping alternative with armor cap improvements (larger 15” armor stone, 24” of 
additional cap thickness on top of the Alternative 3N cap) recommended by the Corps of Engineers to address 
the deficiencies of Alternative 3N. Alternative 3aN would be better able to withstand a future severe storm, 
although the Corps of Engineers did not model this. However, there still remains the uncertainties related to 
changes in channel planform morphology that may occur due to bank erosion, shoreline breaches, etc. during a 
high flow event caused by a major flood or hurricane, which is beyond the ability of existing sediment transport 
models to simulate, as well as the uncertainty of making predictions that would have to remain relevant for 
hundreds of years into the future. To add to these uncertainties, future flooding may be even more intense. 
According to the U.S. National Climate Assessment, flooding along rivers and other areas following heavy 
downpours and prolonged rains is exceeding the limits of flood protection infrastructure designed for historical 
conditions.  Sea level rise, storm surge, and heavy downpours in combination with the pattern of continued 
development in coastal areas are increasing damage to U.S. infrastructure and are also increasing risks to ports 
and other installations. Aerial photographs document that the Site, even over just the last 60 years, is in a 
dynamic river environment that raises concerns about the permanence of any manmade structure. 
 
For the area south of I-10, other than Alternative 1S, the remedial alternatives considered in the Feasibility Study 
Report meet both of the threshold criteria: protectiveness and compliance with applicable, relevant, and 
appropriate requirements. However, the removal alternative (4S) is more protective in the long-term and 
permanent because the waste material could not be potentially compromised by future extreme weather events. 
The potentially affected receptor (future construction worker) would be protected from exposure to soil with 
elevated dioxin concentrations by warnings and restrictions (Alternatives 2S and 3S) or removal of impacted soil 
(Alternative 4S).  
 
Primary Balancing Criteria – Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
 
All alternatives that leave waste in place (Alternatives1N through 5aN) are less permanent than the full 
removal alternative (6N).  
 
Alternatives 1N, 2N, and 3N are containment alternatives with some long-term protectiveness. However, 
the area is prone to tropical storms and hurricanes which could damage a cap. In addition, future flooding 
may be even more intense than experienced in the past, which would increase the uncertainty of the long-
term effectiveness of all of the containment alternatives. 
 
Alternatives 4N, 5N, and 5aN all provide increased long term effectiveness compared to Alternatives 1N, 
2N, and 3N because the most highly contaminated waste would either be stabilized or removed. However, 
uncertainties still remain regarding long-term effectiveness of the cap and the potential impact of severe 
future storms and hurricanes.  Alternative 6N provides the greatest long-term protectiveness and 
effectiveness because the waste material would be permanently removed from the San Jacinto River and 
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there would be no potential for a future release above the risk based level from the Site. Also, with 
Alternative 6N, there would be no concerns regarding the long-term viability and effectiveness of a 
maintenance program that would have to endure for an extremely long time (more than 500 years). 
Alternative 6N is also the only alternative that provides for complete removal of the Principal Threat Waste 
from the northern impoundments.  
 
Ground water monitoring would be included in Alternatives 2N through 5aN, where waste above the 
preliminary remediation goals is left in place, to confirm that there would be no long-term future 
unacceptable impacts to ground water. 
 
For the area south of I-10, soil with dioxin concentrations exceeding the cleanup goal is isolated from the 
surface by relatively clean overburden. The only route of potential exposure is through excavation into the 
impacted depth interval. The physical markers (Alternative 3S) would draw attention to the institutional 
controls and enhance their effectiveness. Alternative 4S would achieve long-term effectiveness by 
permanently removing the impacted soil from the 0- to 10-foot depth interval from the Site and securely 
disposing of the soil in a permitted landfill. While the institutional controls, particularly with the addition of 
physical markers (Alternative 3S), would provide reliable long-term protection, they rely on the integrity of 
future construction workers to comply with the restrictions. Therefore, complete removal of the impacted 
soil in the depth interval of potential excavation (Alternative 4S) will provide the highest level of long-term 
effectiveness because it is not subject to inappropriate future use of the area or any erosion/scour of the 
waste material that may result from a future extreme storm. Alternative 4S is also the only alternative that 
provides for complete removal of the Principal Threat Waste from the southern impoundment. Ground 
water monitoring would be included in Alternatives 2S and 3S, where waste above the preliminary 
remediation goals is left in place, to confirm that there would be no long-term future unacceptable impacts 
to ground water. 
 
Primary Balancing Criteria – Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 
 
Alternatives 1N, 2N, 3N, or 3aN do not include additional measures to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or 
volume of material. However, a portion of the soils in the western cell were previously solidified during the 
temporary armored cap construction.  Thus, these alternatives are comparable in reduction of toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of material.  Alternative 3N further reduces potential mobility, and to a further extent 
3aN, within the temporary armored cap site by increasing the protection of the armored slopes, and both 
rank more favorably than Alternatives 1N and 2N. Alternatives 4N and 5N take additional measures through 
solidification and stabilization (Alternative 4N) or removal (Alternative 5N) of approximately 52,000 cubic 
yards of waste materials, and are comparatively better than Alternative 3N and 3aN for reduction of toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of material. Alternative 5aN removes approximately 137,600 cubic yards of waste 
material, and thus compares more favorably for reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of material than 
Alternatives 4N and 5N. Alternative 6N has the greatest volume of removal – 200,100 cubic yards. This 
alternative is the most effective in reducing the toxicity, mobility, and volume of waste compared to all of the 
other alternatives. 
 
Alternatives 1S, 2S and 3S do not include any reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of impacted soil. 
Alternative 4S is the only alternative that reduces the volume by complete removal of soils above the 
Preliminary Remediation Goal.  The excavated soil will likely require dewatering either by physical removal 
and/or treatment with Portland cement or a similar material to eliminate free liquids for transportation and 
disposal. 
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Primary Balancing Criteria – Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternatives 1N and 2N do not entail any construction, and thus have no short-term impacts. Alternative 3N 
has the shortest construction duration (two months) of the remaining alternatives. Alternatives 3aN, 4N, 5N, 
5aN, and 6N have estimated construction durations ranging from 13 to 19 months. Alternative 3N does not 
result in water column, sediment, or tissue impacts (except for minor turbidity during armor rock 
placement), and has the lowest risk to worker safety, the lowest greenhouse gas and particulate matter 
emissions, and the least traffic and ozone (smog) impact. Further, Alternative 3N does not disturb the 
armored cap or require handling of waste materials. Compared to Alternatives 4N, 5N, 5aN, and 6N, which 
all include at least some cap removal, Alternatives 3N and 3aN rank more favorably for short-term 
effectiveness because there is no cap removal and little potential for short-term dioxin releases to the San 
Jacinto River. 
 
All of the alternatives involving either partial or full removal, including Alternatives 5N, 5aN, and 6N, would 
have re-suspension of sediment. Alternative 5N uses silt curtains to control the re-suspension of sediment. 
Silt curtains are the lease effective controls. Alternative 5aN uses more effective re-suspension controls 
including sheet piles and earthen berms. Alternative 6N adds removal in the dry in addition to sheet piles 
and earthen berms and results in the most effective control of re-suspension. 
 
The actual design and application of Best Management Practices for construction will be determined during 
the Remedial Design.  
 
Alternatives 4N, 5N, 5aN, and 6N each have short-term impacts associated with sediment residuals and re-
suspension as well as a high-water event during construction. However, the actual impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent practicable by the use of Best Management Practices during construction, 
especially in Alternative 6N with the most extensive application of Best Management Practices. 
 
Alternative 5aN and 6N has a longer construction duration than the other alternatives. Compared to the 
other alternatives, there is higher potential worker safety issues and higher environmental impacts due 
emissions of ozone precursors, particulate matter (smog-forming), and greenhouse gases.   
 
Best Management Practices can successfully mitigate and control re-suspension of sediment. Alternative 
6N, the preferred alternative, will include design and construction methodologies to mitigate and reduce the 
impact of storms during construction. These methodologies may include armor cap removal in sections, 
raised berms, operational controls, etc. Substantial containment structures are needed to isolate the 
removal operations, residuals and exposed sediment. To control the sediment re-suspension during 
construction, the containment structures would consist of berms and sheet pile walls or caissons to an 
elevation of about +10 NAVD88 (protection from 25-year or 50-year flood stage). If performing excavation 
of the waste materials in the dry, the top of the berms would preferably be no lower than +5 NAVD88 
(protection from 5-year or 10-year flood stage). 
 
For the Southern Impoundment, Alternative 2S for the southern area does not entail any construction, and 
thus has no short-term impacts. Excavations (Alternatives 3S and 4S) would require Best Management 
Practices to control dust and storm water. Short-term impacts associated with Alternative 3S would be 
minimal given the shallow depth of excavation, limited volume of material that would be moved, and 
absence of significant concentrations of contaminants of concern in the shallow soil. Alternative 4S would 
require exposing soil with dioxin concentrations exceeding the Preliminary Remediation Levels, which 
introduces the potential for exposure to contaminants of concern through direct contact with the soil, 
inhalation or ingestion of impacted dust, and contact with impacted soil suspended in runoff. The volume of 
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soil and the duration of the project would also be greater than for Alternative 3S; and Alternative 4S would 
require offsite transportation of the soil to a disposal facility, increasing the potential for exposure to 
contaminants of concern, emissions of greenhouse gasses, nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter, and 
potential tracking of contaminants of concern offsite. However, measures developed in the Remedial 
Design would be implemented to reduce the amount of any materials lost during transportation. 
 

During the Remedial Design, a plan will be prepared for notification of downstream stakeholders regarding 
Site activities and any unexpected conditions at the Site. 
 

Primary Balancing Criteria – Implementability 
 

Alternatives 1N and 2N do not have any implementability issues because they do not entail construction.  
Both are more favorable from an implementability standpoint compared to Alternatives 3N, 4N, 5N, 5aN, 
and 6N. Alternative 3N is a short-duration project that entails proven technology (i.e., the same activities 
were demonstrated during construction of the temporary armored cap) that can be deployed with readily-
available materials and local, experienced contractors.   
 

Implementability issues, such as the temporary armored cap site access, limited staging areas, restrictions 
on equipment size, and availability of offsite staging area properties are greater for Alternatives 4N, 5N, 
5aN, and 6N compared to Alternative 3N because of the much larger scope and scale of these alternatives. 
Identifying and securing an offsite staging area is considered an even greater challenge for Alternatives 5N, 
5aN, and 6N compared to Alternative 4N because removed waste material and sediment may need to be 
managed at the offsite staging area, which requires a larger footprint, and given the nature of the dredged 
material, might make finding a willing landowner difficult. Proper management of cap material and 
excavated wastes, and onsite processing and management for removed sediments for offsite transportation 
to neighboring roadways, will be critical for effective implementation of Alternatives 5N, 5aN, and 6N. 
 

For the southern area, there are no significant implementability concerns associated with Alternatives 2S and 
3S. None of the alternatives requires specialized equipment, techniques, or personnel. Coordination with 
property owners would be required to establish institutional controls and for access to the project work site.  
Alternative 4S would involve more physical activity for implementation, including offsite transportation of 
impacted soil, but the operations are routine for remedial actions. The additional implementability concerns are 
the increased truck traffic on Market Street and the potential for flooding while impacted soil is exposed during 
implementation of Alternative 4S. Provisions may need to be made to handle the additional volume of traffic. The 
duration of the excavation should not exceed 7 months, and implementation could be timed for periods when 
high water is least likely. 
 
Primary Balancing Criteria – Cost 
 

The estimated present worth costs for alternatives range from $143,000 million for Alternative 1N to 
$101 million for Alternative 6N, and from $0.14 million for Alternative 1S to $9.9 million for Alternative 4S.  
Costs for each alternative are presented with the descriptions of each alternative.   
 

Modifying Criteria 
 

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, the support agency, has been informed about the Preferred 
Remedy for the Site.  Community acceptance will be determined through the Public Comment process based on 
letters and emails received during the public comment period and the questions received at the public meeting. 
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Prior to the public comment period, the Environmental Protection Agency has received about 4,000 letters and 
emails supporting either the full removal alternative or the capping alternative. 
 

Preferred Remedy 
 
The Preferred Remedy for cleaning up the Site is Alternative 6N (Full Removal of Materials Exceeding Cleanup 
Levels and Institutional Controls) and Alternative 4S (Removal and Offsite Disposal with Institutional Controls). 
These alternatives will achieve protectiveness by removal of material dioxin waste materials that are considered 
Principal Threat Waste and removal dioxin contaminated materials at concentrations greater than the preliminary 
remediation goals, resulting in a permanent solution to address the highly toxic dioxin waste materials from the 
Northern and Southern impoundment. The removed material will be transported to and disposed of at a 
permitted permanent disposal facility. Based on current conditions, future sediment deposition at the Site will 
result in a sediment concentration that is less than 7.2 ng/kg (upstream background concentration), well below 
the Site Preliminary Remediation Goal for dioxin in sediment of 30 ng/kg.   
 
Based on the information available at this time, the Environmental Protection Agency believes that the Preferred 
Remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with applicable, relevant, and appropriate 
requirements, and provides the best balance of tradeoffs among the balancing criteria. It reduces risks within a 
reasonable time frame, provides for long-term reliability of the remedy, and minimizes reliance on institutional 
controls. It will achieve substantial risk reduction by removing the contaminated materials and manages the 
remaining risks to human health through institutional controls. The Environmental Protection Agency considered 
several options for contaminated materials.  The Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred remedy includes 
full removal of contaminated materials above cleanup levels for the following reasons:  
 

 The material is highly toxic and may be highly mobile in a severe storm and therefore is considered 
a Principal Threat Waste. The Environmental Protection Agency considers material at the Site with 
more than 300 ng/kg dioxin to be Principal Threat Waste. This concentration was calculated by 
multiplying the sediment Preliminary Remediation Goal of 30 ng/kg by a factor of 10. 

 The location of materials, either partially submerged within the San Jacinto River (northern 
impoundments) or on a small peninsula on the San Jacinto River (southern impoundment), ), is in a 
river environment that is subject to dramatic change, creating concerns about the permanence of 
an armored cap. 

 The area has a high threat of repeated storm surges and flooding from hurricanes and tropical 
storms, which, if the material was left in place, could result in a release of hazardous substances. 

 The history of repeated armor cap maintenance as a result of floods that are much less severe 
than the design 100-year flood. 
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For all of these factors, the Preferred Remedy provides greater permanence in comparison to other 
alternatives.  Less costly alternatives rely on remedies that have a higher chance of failure by leaving 
Principal Threat Waste materials in the river, resulting in greater uncertainty as to their long-term 
effectiveness. The Preferred Remedy can change in response to comment received during the public 
comment period or new information presented to the Environmental Protection Agency.

What Happens Next 

Following the public comment period and consideration of the comments received, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, in consultation with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, will issue a Record of Decision to 
select a remedial action for the Site. The Record of Decision will also include a Responsiveness Summary where the 
Environmental Protection Agency will respond to the comments received during the comment period.  

Once the Environmental Protection Agency signs the Record of Decision, it will use the special negotiation 
procedures found in Section 122(e) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
to facilitate a settlement between the Potentially Responsible Parties and the Environmental Protection Agency for 
implementation of the selected response action. Pursuant to Section 122(e), the Environmental Protection Agency 
will send special notice letters to the Potentially Responsible Parties, which will trigger a sixty (60)-day moratorium on 
certain Environmental Protection Agency response activities at the Site while negotiations commence. During this 60-
day moratorium, the Environmental Protection Agency will not begin response action at the Site, although the 
Environmental Protection Agency reserves the right to take action at the Site at any time should a significant threat to 
the human health or the environment arise. 

If, after 60 days, the parties provide the Environmental Protection Agency with a good faith offer to conduct or finance 
the response action and reimburse the Environmental Protection Agency for its costs incurred to date, the 
Environmental Protection Agency will extend the negotiation period for an additional 60 days. If settlement is reached 
between the Environmental Protection Agency and the Potentially Responsible Parties, the settlement will be 
embodied in a Consent Decree for Remedial Design/Remedial Action. Because a Remedial Design/Remedial Action 
Consent Decree is a highly complex agreement, the period for negotiation after receipt of a good faith offer often 
extends longer than the additional 60 days.  Once approved by the Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. 
Department of Justice, the Consent Decree will then be lodged in federal court for judicial approval. 

If a timely settlement cannot be reached, the Environmental Protection Agency may take appropriate action at the 
Site, which may include either of the following options: (1) the Environmental Protection Agency may issue a 
Unilateral Administrative Order to the potentially responsible parties under Section 106(a) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, requiring the parties to perform the remedy described in 
the Record of Decision; or (2) the Environmental Protection Agency may fund the remedial action and pursue a cost 
recovery claim under 107 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act against 
the Potentially Responsible Parties. If the recipients of a Unilateral Administrative Order refuse to comply with the 
Order, the Environmental Protection Agency may pursue civil litigation against the recipients to require compliance. 

Once either a Consent Decree or a Unilateral Administrative Order is in place, the Potentially Responsible 
Parties must develop work plans for construction of the remedy and for protection of the public during 
construction.  Next, a contractor must be selected and approved by the Environmental Protection Agency prior 
to mobilizing for construction. As a result, there will likely be a period of approximately two years or more 
following the signing of the Record of Decision before physical construction of the remedy begins at the Site. 

 



Glossary 
 
Administrative Record – All documents which the Environmental Protection Agency considered or relied 
upon in selecting the response action at a Superfund site, culminating in the Record of Decision for a 
Remedial Action. 
 
Applicable, Relevant, and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) – Generally, any Federal, State, or local 
requirements or regulations that would apply to a remedial action if it were not being conducted under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, or that while not strictly 
applicable, are relevant in the sense that they regulate similar situations or actions and are appropriate to 
be followed in implementing a particular remedial action. 
 
Contaminants of Concern - Those chemicals that are identified as a potential threat to human health or 
the environment, are evaluated further in the baseline risk assessment, and are identified in the remedial 
investigation/feasibility study as needing to be addressed by the response action proposed in the Record of 
Decision. 
 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) – Also known 
as Superfund. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act is a Federal 
law passed in 1980 and modified in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. Under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, the Environmental 
Protection Agency can either pay for the site cleanup or take legal action to force parties responsible for 
site contamination to clean up the Site or pay back the Federal government for the cost of the cleanup. 
 
Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment– A study that determines and evaluates risks that site 
contamination poses to ecological receptors. 
 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) - Codification of the general and permanent rules published in the 
Federal Register by the departments and agencies of the Federal Government. 
 
Dioxins - A mixture of up to 7 dioxin and 10 furan chemical compounds combined using the toxicity 
equivalence approach.  Toxicity Equivalents, or TEQs, are used to report the toxicity-weighted mass of 
mixtures of dioxins and furans. Within the TEQ method, each dioxin or furan compound is assigned a 
Toxicity Equivalence Factor (TEF). This factor denotes a given dioxin, or furan compound's toxicity relative 
to 2,3,7,8-tetra chlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD, or TCDD), which is assigned the maximum toxicity 
designation of one. Other dioxin or furan compounds are given equal or lower numbers, with each number 
roughly proportional to its toxicity relative to that of 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Toxicity equivalence is the product of the 
concentration of an individual dioxin like compound in an environmental mixture and its corresponding 
toxicity equivalence factor for that compound.  Dioxin TEQs can also be combined with dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl TEQs (see Dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls below) when appropriate. 
 
Dioxin-Like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls - A mixture of up to 12 Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) chemical 
compounds that have a mechanism of toxicity very similar to 2,3,7,8-tetra chlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-
TCDD, or TCDD).  Dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls can also be combined using the toxicity 
equivalence approach. Toxicity Equivalents, or TEQs, are used to report the toxicity-weighted mass of 
mixtures of dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls. Within the TEQ method, each dioxin-like Polychlorinated 
Bi-Phenyl compound is assigned a Toxicity Equivalence Factor (TEF). This factor denotes a given 
compound's toxicity relative to 2,3,7,8-TCDD, which is assigned the maximum toxicity designation of one. 
Other dioxin and dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl compounds are given equal or lower numbers, with 
each number roughly proportional to its toxicity relative to that of 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Toxicity equivalence is the 
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product of the concentration of an individual dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl compound in an 
environmental mixture and its corresponding toxicity equivalence factor for that compound. Dioxin-like 
Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl TEQs can also be combined with dioxin TEQs (see Dioxins above) when 
appropriate. 
 
Engineering Controls – Instruments such as fencing or signage that are used to limit access to 
contaminated areas or areas that may pose a physical hazard. 
 
Feasibility Study– A detailed evaluation of alternatives for cleaning up a site.  
 
Five-Year Reviews – A review generally required by statute or program policy when hazardous 
substances remain at a site above levels which permit unrestricted use and unlimited exposure.  Five-year 
reviews provide an opportunity to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to determine 
whether it remains protective of human health and the environment.  Reviews are performed five years 
after completion of the remedy construction at Superfund-financed sites, and are repeated every 
succeeding five years so long as future uses at a site remain restricted.  
 
Hazard Index (HI) – In the baseline risk assessment, ration of the dose calculated for a receptor divided by 
the toxicity value.  When the HI exceeds 1.0, a health risk or ecological risk is assumed to exist. 
 
Human Health Risk Assessment – Estimates the current and possible future risk if no action were taken 
to clean up a site.  The Environmental Protection Agency’s Superfund risk assessors determine how 
threatening a hazardous waste site is to human health and the environment.  They seek to determine a 
safe level for each potentially dangerous contaminant present (e.g., a level at which ill health effects are 
unlikely and the probability of cancer is very small).  Living near a Superfund site doesn’t automatically 
place a person at risk; that depends on the chemicals present and how a person is exposed to the 
chemical.  
 
Implementability – One of the Environmental Protection Agency’s primary balancing criteria addresses the 
technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design through construction and operation.  
Factors such as availability of services and materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination with other 
governmental entities are also considered. 
 
Institutional Controls – Non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or legal controls, that 
help to minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination and/or protect the integrity of the 
remedy.  Institutional controls work by limiting land or ground water use and/or providing information that 
helps modify or guide a person’s action at a site.  Some common examples include restrictive covenants, 
deed notices, or local ordinances. 
 
Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence – One of the Environmental Protection Agency’s primary 
balancing criteria that refers to the expected residual risk and the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable 
protection of human health and the environment over time, once cleanup levels have been met.  This 
criterion includes the consideration of residual risk that will remain onsite following remediation and the 
adequacy and reliability of controls. 
 
Monitored Natural Recovery - A technology in which contaminant concentrations are monitored with no 
other remedial actions taken to address contamination.  Monitored Natural Recovery assesses the natural 
attenuation of contaminants by physical, chemical, and biological processes.   
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Operable Unit - An operable unit is a discrete action that comprises an incremental step toward 
comprehensively addressing site contamination. 
 
Nanograms per Kilogram (ng/kg) - Is a measurement of concentration used to measure how many 
nanograms of a contaminant are present in one kilogram of solid material (e.g., soil, sediment, tissue).  
One ng/kg is equal to 0.000001 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). 
 
National Priorities List (NPL) – The Environmental Protection Agency’s list of the most serious 
uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites identified for possible long-term remedial response. 
 
Preliminary Remediation Goal - Upper concentration limits for specific chemicals in specific 
environmental media that are anticipated to protect human health or the environment. 
 
Principal Threat Wastes - Those materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally 
cannot be reliably contained, or would present a significant risk to human health or the environment should 
exposure occur.  The Environmental Protection Agency expects to use treatment when practical to address 
the principal threats posed by a site.  The "principal threat" concept is applied to the characterization of 
"source materials" at a Superfund site.  A source material is material that includes or contains hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants that act as a reservoir for migration of contamination to ground 
water, surface water, or air, or acts as a source for direct exposure.   
 
Reasonable Maximum Exposure– The maximum exposure reasonably expected to occur in a population. 
 
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment – One of the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s primary balancing criteria that refers to the anticipated performance of the treatment technologies 
that may be included as part of the remedy. 
 
Remedial Investigation– The collection and assessment of data to determine the nature and extent of 
contamination at a site. 
 
Sediment - material that sinks to the bottom of the river. 
 
Surface Area - Weighted Average Concentration – Average concentration for an area calculated by 
applying a surface area weighting factor to each concentration value. 
 
Short-term Effectiveness – One of the Environmental Protection Agency’s primary balancing criteria that 
addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any adverse impacts that may be posed 
to workers, the community, and the environment during construction and operation of the remedy until 
cleanup levels are achieved. 
 
TEQDF,M – 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin toxicity equivalent quotient calculated using toxicity 
equivalent factors for mammals  
 
TEQP,M – Dioxin-like Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyl congener toxicity equivalent quotient calculated using 
toxicity equivalency factors for mammals. 
 
Waste Material – the waste that was transported and disposed of at the Site. 
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Table 1 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Summary 

Potenli.iilAAMs' Ciblion Sl.mmary Comment 

fedet;il 

Clean Wate< Aa {CWA): cnteria 33 U.S.C. +§ 1319 and 1342 Both on-site and off-site cflSdlarges from CERClA sites to surfacl! Wilters are On-sitecflSCl\arges roost axnply with the substantive technical requirements dtheCWA but do not 

and standards for irnpos.lig required to meet the substantive CWA {Nationi! I Pollutint Disclwj;" Elimination require a permit (USEPA 1988). Off-site disdiarges would be regulated under the canditioos of a 
tedmology-based treatment (~ing regulations ilt 40 CfR System) NPOES requirements (USEPA 1988). NPDES permit (USEPA 1988). 
requirements unde.- §§ 309(b) PartUS 
and 402 of the Aa subpart Al Standards of ccntrol for direct disclwj;es must meet tedinology-based requi""""'1ts. Best 

oonventional pollution control tedlnoloa' (BCT) is applicable to COOYelltional pollutants. Best 
av.iilable tl!dinology emncmicallyachiev.ible (BAT) "AJfM!S to toxic and non-<D111181tional pollutarts. 

For CERCl.A sites, BCT j8A T requirements are det~ined on a case-by-case basis using best 
prdessional judonl!flt. This is likely to be a potential requirement only if trl!ilted WiltNor e= 
dred~ water is cftsdlarged cUing i~lementation. 

CWASections 303 and 304: 33 U.S.C. §§1313and 1314 Under §303 (33 U.S.C. §1313), incfMdual states h..,.. established - quality The FS mnsa... the abirrty of remedial alternatives to satisfy establislied Wilt er quality aiteria. Bert 

Fede.-al Wate< Quality cnteria standards to protect existing and attainable uses {USEPA 1988). CWA management praaices (BM~) would be established for remedial actions and applied d~ 

(Mostrl!Cl!llt 304(a) rist as updated to §301(bK1}(C) requres that pollutants contained in directdisclwj;es be oonstruction. Wat« quality would also be monitored durq construction and adcfrtional BMPs may 

issuance d ROD) cootrolled beyond BCT/BAT equivalents {USEPA 1988). be in.,Jementl!d if necessary to protect water quarrty. 

CERQA §121(d)(2KBlfo) estabrislies concfrtions ... c1er whid! Wilter quafrty lrVher1! Wilter quality state standards contain oomerical criteria fur toxic pollutints, appropriate 
aiteria, v.tlich were developed by USEPA as guidance for states to estabrosh oomerical disdiarge limitations may be derilled for the cischarge and mnsidered {USEPA 1988). 
location-specific w.rte< qu.rrty standards, are to be CIJnSidered relevant and lrVher1! state standards are narntM!, l!ith« the whole-elfh.ll!flt or chenGl~pecific ~may 

appropriate .. Two kinds of watef"quality criteria have been dewlopedunde.- gene.-ally be used as a standard d car!! (USEPA 1!188). 
CWA §304 (33 U.S.C. §1314): one for protedion of human health, and another 
for protea ion ot aquatic life. These requirements include establishment of total 
maxill"l.lmdaily loads (TMDL). 

CWASection 307{b): 33 u.s.c. §1317{b) CERQA §121{e) states that no Fed«al, state, or local permit for cSec! If olf~ite disclwj;es from a CEROA response activity were to ente.-re<l!i\lqWiltefs dftctlyor 
PretJNtment standards discharges is required for the portion of any """'""I or remedial adion indirectly, through trl!atmentat a Publicly Owned Treatment Wcrb(POTWsi they roost mmplywith 

cooducted entirely ~te (the aerial extent or CXlfTtilmination and .. suitible "AJfocable Fede.-al, Slate, and Local substantive requirements and furmal administrative penMting 
areas in dose proximity to the contamination necessary fer i~lernentation of requirements {USEPA 1988). This requirement may be triggered by disposal methods fer waste .. 
the R!>pOllSI! action) (USEPA 1988). 

Based on the nm!llt set of proposed alternatives, none of the alternatives il'll/Olve discharge to a 
POTW, and therefore, tlri reglllation is not likely to be "AJflCilble. 

CWA Section 401: Water 33 U.S.C. §1341 Requires applicants for Fede.-al permits fur p-ojects that involve a cfl.SdiarJ:e into Proposed activities that are~ite would not require a Fede.-al penM.. Therefore, Cl!ftification is not 

Qilarrty Ceftification navigable waters of the U.S. to obtain certification from state or regional ~golly required for on-sit!! actions. Certification would be required fur olf-site actions. For on-site or 
regulatory agencies that the proposed di..tlilQll! will mmply with CWA Sections olf~ite actions, artificiltion should occu- as part of the state identification of substantive state 

301, 302, 303, 306, and 307. ARARs(USEPAl.988). Compliance withwater quafrtyaiteria is disaJswd unde.-CWASections 303 
and 304 .. 

1 ARARs are •pplicable or ....rev.nt and "P!"Clpriate requirements of federal or state envr onmenul l•ws and state facility siting lows. CfRClA section 121(d] reqwres that remediol actions generaly comply with ARARs.. The USEPA has stated a policy of att;iining ARARs to the greatest 
extent practic:able on renll!lial or rem<JYal actions jUSl'PA 19881. USEPA also stated that certain nonpromulpted fed«al •nd state advisories or guidelines wcdd be considered in selecting remedi•I or removal actions; these guidl!lines • re referred to as lBCS, or "to be consider"ed." 
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Table 1 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Summary 

Potenti<ll ARARs 1 Ciblion s..nrn.ry C'.omment 

CNA Section 404 and 404jb)(l ): B u.s.c. §1344 (bXll Discharges of~ and fill material into waters of the U.S. must ~lywith The San Jaatto site is a -of the U.S. (USEPA 2007). Dredi:e and fill permits are applicable to 

Dredge and Fil the CNA §404 (33 U.S.C. 1344) gijdelines and demons1rate the public interest is credgilig. in-w.rter disposal, cappini:, construction of berms or levees, stn!am channelization, 

(in.,lementini:regulatims at 33 CfR setved (USEPA1988). excavation and/or~ within waters ofthe U.S. (USEPA 1988). Penmsare not requin!<I, 

320and 330; howeo.ier, for on-site CERCIA actions. Under the 404{bK1) cuidelines, efforts shoo.Id be made to 

40CFR230) avoid, minimize, and rritigateadwrse elfecls on the waters of the U.S. and, where possi>le, select a 
praaicable (engineerifl: feasible) alternative with the least adverse effects. The substantive 
requirements of Section 404 will be mnsidered in the deYl!loprnent and evaluation of remedial 

alternatives to minimize act.erse in.,aas to waters of the U.S. 

Safe Orinlr;ifl: Water Act 42 u.s.c. §JOOf The Safe Drinl<ini: Water Act is applicable to po.t>lic crinkifll: water SOll'ces at lhe Safe [)inkini: Water Act stlndards are appficable to po.t>lic crinkini: water sources. The San Jacinto 
point of cnnswnpti<ln ("at the 1'¢1. Maximum mnraminant lewls (MCls} hillll' River is not a ptHic water s~y and does not rechaf'ge an aquif..- used to supply drinkini: water. 

(in.,lementini:regulatims ill 40 CfR been established for cert3in conslituents to protect t..man health and to Therefore, the Safi! Drnifl: Water Act is not applicable. 

Part 141, et seq.) ~theaestheticqllillityofpublicWiltl!f"suppfies. 

The MCI. for 2,3,7,8-tetradllorodiben:rocflOXin R'li1'f be considered for protecting water quafity. 

Federal Drinkini: Wat..- 40 CfR 141and Part 143 USEPA has established two sets of crinkini: water standards: one for prob!Ction Safe [)inkini: Water Act stlndards are appficabletopublic drinkini: water >OUTa!:S. The San Jacinto 
Regulations (PrWnary and of human health (primary) and one to protect aesthetic v.Wes of «inkini: water River is not a ptHic water ~V and does not recharge an aquif..- used to supply drinkini: water. 

Secondary Orinkini: Water (semndary) (USEPA 1988). MCls are applicable to po.t>Jic crinkini: wat..-SOUIO!S Therefore, the Safi! Drnini: Water Act is not applicable. 
Standards), at the point of COOSUfll>tion. 

The MCl. for 2,3,7 )1-tetradllorodibenzodi""in R'li1'f be considered for protectinj: water quaflty. 

Rescx.ce Conservation And 42 U.S.C. §§6921 et seq. RCRA is intended to protect human health and the environment from lhe This requ .. ement would apply to certain actMties if the affected secfiments oontain RCRA listed 
Recollery Act (RCRA): Hazardous hazards posed by waste management (both hazardous and nonhazardous). hazardous waste or exhibit a himrdous waste char.Kteristic. RCRA requirements are applicable only 
Waste Management (implementini: regulations at 40 CFR RCRA also cootains provisions to encourage waste reducDon. RCRA Subtitle C if waste is managed (treated, stored, or disposed of) after elfectiYe date al RCRA requirement under 

Parts 260 - 268) and its in.,I~ regulations cootain the Federal requftments for the mnsideration or if CEIQA aclivity mnstitutes t reatment, storage, or disposal as defined by RCRA. 
manai:ement al hazardous wastes,. The sludi:e and sediment at the site are not listed hazardous waste, do not CD1'1tain listed hazardous 

waste, and do not meet any of the characteristics of haL!ldous waste. Therefin, the RCRA .Wes for 
hazardous waste are neither appficable nor r!!levant and appropriate. 

Toxic Substilnces r.ontrol Act 15 USC §2001 el. seq. PDIEntial ly applicable to PCS-contaminated sediment or ...t.Ke wilt..-. Total PCB conc.entr.rtions in in ><>ii and sediment are below the ~atocy threshold (50 rrg/'«g, 
(lSCAl 

{impiementini: regulations at 40 CA! 
Requires remecfial action of certain PCB releases dependini: on the alrufated as specified in 40 CfR 761) that would require r..-nedial action or trigger certain 
coocentration of the source material and the date of the release (or the as- requirements for waste management. 

761) found mncentration for releases where the date is oodelermined). Disposal 
and treatment requirements are al><> specified for environmentill mecfia if 
remowd dependin~ on total PCB c:onantrations. 

RCRA: General Requirements 42 U.S.C. §§6941 et seq .. Requirements for CDll5truction for 11U1icipal solid waste landfills that receive This requ .. ement would be relev;int if a landfill was ccnstructed fur the dispo5al of non-hazardous 
for Solid Waste Management RCRASubtide Dwastes, indudini: industrial ><>lid waste. Requirements for run- ><>lid waste. There are no specific Fi!deral requirements for non.flazardous waste management; 

(implementini: rei:ulations at 40 CFR on/run<>ff mntrol systems, groundwater monitorini: systems, surt.la! water state rel:lfations p«Nide specific applicable requirements fur siting, clesiol. perm~ and 

258) requirements, etc.. operation of landfills. 

aean "'r Act (CAA) 42 U.S.C. Would apply if cred~ and/or exGIVation activities i:enerate a .. emissions None of lhe remecfial alternati';es is expected to trigger an operational permit. 
§§7401 et seq. sufficient to require a permit, graater than 10 tons of any pollutant per year 

under the CAA operational permit (USEPA 2009). 

2 underground injection is not anticipa!ed ;os a port of the potential remedial oction. Fllrthermore, the site is not roted in a sole-sourceaqlifer (USfPA 2008). R is al><> aw.aned that oo wellhead protection arN is IOGlll!d ,,_.the study area. 
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Patenti.11 ARARs' Ciblion 

River's And Harbors l¥:J: of 1899: 33 U.S.C. §401 
Obmuaion of navig;ible water.; 

(generally, wharves; piers, etc.); 
excavation and filr~-in 

Endqered Species fv:.t 16U.S.C. 
§§1531 
et seq. 

Fish and Wlkllife Coordination 16 U.S.C. §§661 et seq., 16 U.S.C. 
Act §742a, 16 U.S.C. § 2901 

Bald and Golden Eagle 16U.S.C. 
Protection h1. §668H 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 16U.S.C. 
§§703-712 

{in1J!ementing regulations at 50 CFR 
§10.12) 

Coastal 1ooe Managernenl Act 16 USC §§1451 

et seq. 

[implementing regulations at 15 CFR 

930) 

FEMA (Federal fmeJgenCy 42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq. 
Man~tAgency), 
Department of Homeland (implementing regulations at 44 CFR 
SeOJrity (~Regulations) Olapterl) 

National Flood fnsurance 42 us.c . ...mm.pter Ill, §§4101 et seq. 

Program (foff) Regulations 

' Teiw Partts and Wilclife Def>artment. 

DnJr FfJU/ lnroim Feasibility Srody Repotr 

S;ln/M:inmRIVtr W.ute Pft1$uperfund$i1e 

Table 1 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Summary 

Summary 

Controls the alteration of ~e waters [i.e., -er.; subject to ebb and flow 
of the tide Shoreword to the mean hii:ti water mart). 1¥:J:ivities CXlfltrolled 

include construction of strucnns such as piers, berms, and instillation of 
pilllgs as well aseJCCilllillion and fill. Section 10 maybe i!pplicable for any action 
that may OOslruct or alter a navig;ible ~-

Federal agencies must enS1R that actions they authorize, fund, or any out are 
not likely to adYl!fSely modify or destroy critical habitat of endafCEfi!d or 
threatened species. Actions authorized, funded, or carried out by Federal 
agercies may oot jeopanfl2" the rontinued existena! of endafCEfi!d or 
threatened species as well as acNer5ely modify or destroy their aitical habitll1s. 

IU!qtires adequate provision for prote.ction of fish and wildlife resoorcl!5.. Tiis 
title has been expanded to include requests for CDnSUltiltion with USFWS for 
-er resources dellelopnent projects (Mueller 19801- lv"f mocificatious to 
rivers and channels require CXlllSultation with the USFWS, Department of 

Interior, and state wildlife ll!50IUl!5 ~- Project-relilled losses (including 
disdlarge of pollttants to water bodies) may require rritigation or 
mmpensation. 

Makes it unlawful to take, import, export. possess, buy, sell, purdlase, or barter 
any bald or golden eagle, nest, or egg. "Take" is clefined as pursuing. hmting. 
s:tiootirc, poison~ WOWldirc, kilting. capll.ring, trapping and collecMg, 
molestirc, or disturbing. 

Makes it unlawful to take, import, export. posses:s, buy, sell, purchase, or barter 
any miuatc>rv bird. 'T alee" is defined as pursui~ hooting, shooting, poisoning, 
wouncf.,g, kill~ capt\Jrirc, and lnAJing and colleclil1g:. 

Federal activities m.ist be consistent with, to the rnaDnum extent praclicable, 

State coastal zone management prOl:J"ms. Federal agencies must supply !he 
State with a consistency determination {USEPA 1989). 

Prohibits alterations to river or flooqilains that may increase potential for 

flood'1:. 

Provides federal flood iruuranc:e to local authorities and requires that the local 
authorities oot allow flll in the river that would Gil.ISi! an increase in water lewls 

associated with floods. 

Comment 

No permit is requin!d for on-site activities. However, substontM! requirements mii:frt limit in-water 
construaion activities. 

Based on a 2010 evaluation, as wen as a desktop review of site pho!os and USFWS and Nt/ES species 
and habitat maps, no Federally listed threatened or end~ {T&£} species or their aitiGI I habitat 
are present on lhe site or utilize areas in the vicinity of the site. Therefore.. this requirement is oot 

relevantto the evaluation of remeaial alternatives. NMFS includes endanger-..! sea turtles in Trust 
resotrees impaCled by oontaminated surtaa. water and se<Snents that may ha\le been transported 
from the site. USEP A will CXlf1Sdt with the resourcl! agencies to ~ cooa.m!OO! on the 
determination !hat the proposed remedial altl!mativl! will h:av!! no effect on listed species. 

Applicable toany actiontliat <Xllltrols or modifies a body of water. 

This requi-ernent is poll!ntially relev"'1l to CER<lA activities. No readily available information 
suggests bald or golden sgles frequent lhe project area; however, a qualified ~ WOl*l 
perform a site visit prior to a potential remecfial action to comrmthat bald and golden eagles do not 

frequent the project area .. 

This requi-ernent is poll!ntially relev"'1l to CER<lA activities. No readily available information 
sur,gests migmory binls frequent the project illl!a, and aerial photOl:J"phy of the site suggests no 
suitable nestilll: or stopover habitat is present; however, a qualified biologist WOl*l perform a site 
visit prior to a poll!ntial remedial action to confirm !hat mji;ratory birds do not frequent the project 
area. 

The San Jamto River lies within the Ccastal Zone Boundary acairmigto the Texas Ccastal 

Management Plan (TCMP) prepared by the General Land Office {Gt.o). The FS considers whether the 
remedial alternatives would affect (acNer5ely or natl the mastlll zone, and the lsd agency is 
required to determine whelherthe activity will be<XlllSistent with !he State's CZMP (USEPA 1989). 
More information regarding the.state requi-ernents is provided ooderTexasCoastal Coordination 
Council (Tax:) Policies for Development in OiliGll An!as. 

This requi-ernent is relevant to CEROA activities in floodplains and in the river because the pro;ect 
area is within a desigilated flood zone The FS includes a brief review of the potential iqiacts of 
remedial alternatives on the floodplain, and there will be a fuU evaluation of 1heseleaed altematille 

as part of tile remedial desif11 process. 

The FS includes a brief review of the potential impacts of remedial alternatM!s on the fl~lain, ;ind 
lher-ewill be a full evalllillion of the selected alternative as part of the reme<ial desigl process.. 
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Table 1 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Summary 

Patential ARARs1 CiUlion Summary Comment 

rrt1e 40: Protection of the 40 a:R Part 6 App. A; Requires Federal agencies to cooduct ttieir activities to avoid, if possi>le, This re<Jli'ement is potentially relevant to disposal or treatment activities in the ~land as well as any 
Environment - Statement al Executive Orders (EO) 11988 and adverse i,.,.iacts associated with the destruction or modifiGrtion of wetlands in-water facilities that migj1t displace floodwaters. The waste pits are locat!!d within the floodway 
Proced..-es on AoodplaS1 11990 and occupation or mcxfd'ocation d floodplains. ExeartM! Onl~ 11988 and and Zone PE, or the 1'16 probability flooq,lain. The FS indudes a lrief review of the poterTtial i~cts 

Management and Wetlands 11990 require Federal projects to avoid adverse effects and mi!Wnize potential of remelfial alternatives on the floodplain, and there will be a tum evaluation of the selected 
Protection harm to wetlands and within flood plains. alt~ as part of the remecfial ~"1 proa!SS. 

The EO 11990reqi*es Federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long Effects on the base flood, twically the 100.year or 1% probability flood, should be minimized to the 
and short-term adverse in1Jac1s associated with the destruction or mcxflfocation maxinun extent practiGlble (Code of Federal Regulations 1985 as amended). 
of wetlands and to avoid cfll!Ct or indirect support of new construction in 

wetlands when!ver there is a practicable altl!rm1tive (USEPA 1994). The agency also adopted a requirement that the simtantM! re<Jlirements of the Protection of 
Wetlands Executivl! ()lier must be met (USEPA 1994). lklawidable impacts to wetlands must be 
mitigated (USEPA 1994)4• 

National lfistoric Preservation 16U.S.C. Section 106 al this sliltlJtl! requires Federal agencies to consider effects of thei' Aa:ording to the San Jacinto Riller Waste Pits Reml!dial lnvestiption/J=easibility Study (RI/I'S) a.ftlnl 
Act §§ 470 et seq. undertalci~ on historic properties. lftstoric properties may indude any district, n!SOl.ro!S assessment, •no NRHP-i!figi>le properties are documented in the area of COOCl!rT\. lleciluse 

site, building, strual.R, or obje.ct included in or eligible for the National Recister of the extensive disturbance to the site and minmal 1!1CUlcf cisturballCI! that will li<ely oc:ar tor the 

fl,.,.ilernenting regulations at 36 a=R of Historic Places (NRHP), inducli~ artifaas, reairds, and matl!rial remains project, it is not li<ely that NRHP-i!ligille histc:ric properties will be affected by Rl/FS or f!lll!l1!Ual site 

800) related to such a property. remecliation actMties" (Anchor~ 2009). 

Noise Control Act 42 U.S.C. §§4901 et seq. Noise COntrol Act remains in effect but l81fooded (USEPA 2010). Noise is regulated at the state 11!1.'el. See Texas Per.al Code under stateARARs. 

(implementing regulations at 40 a=R 
Slbdlapter G §201 et seq. 

Hillilrdous Matl!rials 49 U.S.C. §§1801 et <eq. Esliiblishes standards for pacbgir1g, documenting. and transporting ha:zarclou5 This requi'ement would apply to remelfial altl!ITliltiws that involve transporting hazardous materials 

T~ionAd materials. off-site for lr"eiltment or cfl5Jl0Sil I. 

(implementing regulations at 49 CFR 
SUbdlapter Cl 

• fad! agency is expected to minimize Ille cleslruction, kMs, Of ~ation of Wl!llands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands when implementing actions sudl as CERClA sites (President d the United states 1977). If §404 of the Clean water Aa 

is considered an ARAR, then the 404(b)(1) guideliles established in a Memorandum of understanding (MOU) between USEPA and Department of Nrflt should be followed (USEPA 1994). When habitat is severely degraded, a mitigation mio of 1:1. may be acceptable (USEPA 1994). 
-...er, any rritiption would be at the cf&Tetion of the agency and the USEPA may elect to orient mitigation towards •mininizins further adverse environmental im!>ias rather than attempting to reaeate the wetlands opl value on site or off site• (USEPA 1988). 

Dmfr Fftul fnwim F~bility Srudy llept:Jlf 
~nf~«JRivtrW.urePitt&lperfilndSite 
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Polentiil ARARs Ciation 

State 

30 Texas Mnirutrative Code 30 TAC §§335.1 - 335.lS 

(TAC) Part 1: Industrial Sorod 
Waste and Mlrlicipal Hazardous 

Waste General Terms 

30TACPart 1: Industrial Sorod 30 TAC Olapter 335 

Waste and Mlrlicipal Hazardous Subdlapter P 
Waste: Notification 

30TACPart 1: Industrial Sorod 30TAC Olapter 335, 
Waste and Mlrlicipal Hazardous Subdlapter c 
Waste: Generators 

Texas Surface Water Quality 30TAC §307.4-7, 10 
Standards 

Texas Water ~.iity: Pollutant 30 TAC §279.10 

Discharge Binination System 

(TPDES) 

Texas Water ~afrty: Water 30 TAC §279.10 
Quality Certification 

Texas Rislc Reduction l'rclt1am 30TAC§350 

Natural Rl!SD!fies Code, Texas Parts and Wildlih! Conmi:ssion 
Antiquities Code of Texas 

Drali FiJu/ lntmm FMbility Srody Repon 
San facinco Ri1w W.ure Pfa Supelilnd Sice 

fleculations 191.092-171 

Table 1 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Summary 

Scmvnify 

General Terms: Substantive requilt!f'l'lents for the transportation of industrial 

solid and hazardous wastes; reqlirements for the loGrtion, design, ronstruttion, 
operation, and dasure of solid waste management facilities. 

Requires placement ct wamng signs in contaminated and hazardous areas if a 

determination is made by the executive directDr of the Texas Water Conmimlln 
a potential hazard to pdJlic health and safety exists which will be elininated or 

reduc2d by~ a wami~ sign on the CDntaminated property. 

Standards for hazardous waste generators either disposing of waste ~site or 
shippi~ off-site with the exception ct mnditionally &""1't .small .,iantity 
generators. The definition of hazardous inwllles state and Federal standards. 

These state regulations provide: . General narrative aiteria 

• Anti-degradation Polity 

• t«Jmerical criteria for pollutants 

• t«JmeriGll and narrative criteria for water-quarrty related uses (e.g., 
lunanusel 

• Site specific criteria for San Jacinto basin 

These state regulations requi.-e stormwater disdlarge perrrits for either 
industrial cischarge or c:onstruction-O!lated discharge. The State of Texas was 
authorized by USEPA to admiris!Er the NPDES program in Texas on September 
14, 1998 {Texas Commission on Environmental ~lity 200l). 

These state regulations establish procedures and criteria for applying fut-, 
processirc. and reviewing state certifications l.llderCWA, §401. It is the 

JUPllS" of this chapter, oonsistent with the Texas Water Code and the Federal 
CWA, to maintain the chemical, physical, and biological inteGritv of the state's 
waters. 

Aaivated upon release of Olernicals of C.ona!rn (COC). The Risk Reduction 
Progr.im uses a tiered approach inrorporating risk assessment techniques to 

"""focus imiestigations, to determine appropriate protective concentration 
lewis for human health, and when necessary, for l!CDlogjcal rea>pton. Includes 
protective concentration levels. 

Requires that !tie Texas Historical Can mission .staff review arry action that has 
the potential to distlriJ historic and an:heological sites on po.t>roc land. Actions 

th;it need review include a"'I mnstruction program that tikes place on land 
owned or controlled by a state agency or a state political sutx!Msion, such as a 
city or a rounty. Without local CDntrol, this requirement does not apply. 

Qxnmenl 

Guidelines to promote the popercolleaion, handling, storage, ~nc. and disposal ct inli.lstrial 
solid waste or 11U1icipal hazartlous waste in a manner mnsistent with the JllllJlOl5"!S of Texas Health 
and Safety Code, OlaJlter 361. Solid nonhazardous waste provisions are appficable if material is 
transportEd to an upland cfosposal facility. 

warning signs and fenciig were placed aromd the site as part ct the Time C'rOOI Removal Aaion. 

The FS indudes additional institutional mntrols for all alternatives, indudq additional warning .sigils 
and fencing. 

The sludge and sediment at the site are not listed hazardous waste, do not mntain listed hazardous 
waste, and do not meet arry of the charamristics of hazardous waste. Therefore, the rules for 
hazardous waste are neither applicable nor relevant and appropriate. 

Slsface water quality standards are potentially relevant to the determination of risks, but stlotJd not 
owrride arry sitMpedfoc taxicity values or risks determined ltlrough the risk assessment process. It 

is also relevant to the identification of potential sou-<ES and the sflort-term and l<>f1:-term 
effectiveness of removal alternatives. HoWl!lll!<, the surface water .,ialityaiterionforTEQ, 
expressed as a coocentration in edible fish tissue in 30 TAC §307.6 (c) 11, is l:"""fillly nat being met 

throughout !tie Houston Ship Olannel, San Jacinto Bay and Galveston Bay areas. In more than 90 
pera!f1t of edible fish tissue saqiles and in more ltlan 85 pera!f1t of edible crab tissue collected by 
Respondents, lt:EQ and TDSHS outside of USEP A's Prelirrinary Site Perimeter from 2002 through 

2011, TEQ COOCl!fltralions exceeded this tissue-based standard. Thereforl', appfabirrty to evaluation 
of effectiveness is linited lb! to ambiefit mnditions in the region. 

The proposed remedial altl!!matives evaluated in !tie FS do not include off·site remecfial ac:tioo 
be.,ood Ol!pOSal of sediments in upland disposal fadrties that woold be previously permitted, and 

therefore no olSdiarge permit for aff-!iite remecfial actions woold be required. 

The development and evaluation of remedial alternatives will include oonsideration of potential 
water-<iuafity i~cts, relevant to the Water ~ality Certification in Texas. AllhDldl permits are not 
required for on-<ite CERQA actions, water quality certifiGltion is relevant as part of identification of 

51.i>stantive state ARARs (USEPA 1988). 

Risi< assessment was performed as part of !tie remedial investigation. Sedinent and soil 
contlrrinated with COCs is isolated from potential receptors by existing soil and semnent or the 
TCRA cap sudl that there are no unacceptable risks to hl.lnan health or the environment. The 

remedial alternatives would increase the permanence ofthe ellismg barriers to exp!ISln, thereby 

entiancing the ris1< reduction. 

Assessment of histofical reso..-ces during the TCRA produced no known eligible properties and 
determined that cflStl.Wbarn of arry ardlaeologjcal or historic resouces is oolikely within the 1tRA 

Site. Depen<f111g on the magnitude and specific boundaries of gn>1111d cisturballCI! determined dlriig 
the FS for the Olll!r.lll site, ltlis ARAI! will need to be re-evaluated relatM! to CERQA activities outside 
of !tie 1tRA boundaries. (Anchor QfA 2009). 
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Table 1 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements Summary 

Potental ARARs Citillion ~ Cilmmed 

Pr.ictia and l'rocl!di.e, 13 TAC Part 2, Chapter26 Regvlations implementi~ the Antiquities Code of Texas. Descri>es aiteria for This rl!Cl'Jirement is only applicable if an archaeologic:ill sit!! is found; based on evaluations cooductl!d 
AdministratM! Code of T l!lCilS evaluating ardiaeologial sites and permit requin!ments for ardiaeologicill as part of the RI/I'S and TCRA prOO!SSes, it is oofikely that ardiaeologicill rescua!5 woo Id be fouid 

excavation. on the Site 

Stirte of Texas Threatened and 31 TAC65.171 - 65.176 No person may rake, possess, prt>pag;rte, transport, ellp<rt, sell a olfl!f" fa sale, The presenc:eorilhsenc:eof rate T&E specieswasevaluatl!d in 2010, and conduded that no state 
Endangered {T&E) Species or ship any species of fish a wildflfe listed as threatened or endangered. T&E species were ilcely to occur on the Site or in ltle vicinity. 
Regillations 

TCCC Policies for Dewlopment 31 TAC§501.23 Dredging in criticill areas is prohibited if activities have advene effects or The FS evaluates the potential effects of remedial alternatives on Coastal rtm..al Resource kea 
in Critical Neas ~on shellfistl and/or jeopardize the continued emtena! of (CNRAs), whictl includes coastal wetlands (Railroad Con.mssion of Texas n.d.I. 

enda~ species or ll!5tllts in an adYerse effect on a <DilStill natural resoorce 
area (CMIAr; prohibit the looltion ofool ities in coastal natural resource areas 
ooless adWf>I! effec!s are prevented and /a no pradicable alternative. Aaions 

should not be cooductl!d <bi11; spawn"1; or nesting seasons or dll"i~ seasonal 
migJation periods. Specifies mrnpensatory rritigation. 

Texas Coastal Management Plan 31 TAC, §50U2 Specifies Federal actions wit!iin the CMP boundary mat may ~Y affect The San Jacinto River lies witllin ltle Coastal Zone Bocsidary {Gl.O TCMP~ The FS will evaluate 

(CMP) Consistency CNRAs; specifically selection elf reme<foal actions. whether remedial alternatives may affect (adw!fsely or not) the coastal zone and will prollide a 

technical basis for the lead ageticy to determine whether the aaivity will be consistent with the 
Stirte's CMP (USEPA 19891. 

Texas State Code - obstructions Nanni Resoon:l!S Code § 51.302 P!Ohibits construction or maintenance of any structure or facility on land owned The FS evaluates whether the remedial alternatives include construction on rate-owned land, and 
to navig;ition Prohibition and Penalty by ltle State without an easement, lease, permit, or oltler instrument from the inplementation of any alternative occurr"1; on rate lands presumes the obtainment of an 

Stine. easement, lease, permit, or other instrument from the State. 

Noise Regulations Texas Penal Code Oiapter 42, Section The Texas Penal Code n!'1Jlates any noise that exa!eds 85 decibels after ltle Noise abatement may bereqi*ed if actions are identified as a public nuisana!. Dueto ltle isolation 
42.01 noise is identified as a public nuisance. of ltle site, its loGrtion adjacent to a freeway with high volumes of traffic dll"i~ namal working 

hcus, and the industrial natJn of the nearest properties, noise from construction activity associated 
with a potential remedial action is unlikely to constitute a pd>lic nuisana!. Noise associated with 

trud tr.rffic to and from ltle site should be considered for alternatives that involve transportation of 
materials off-site. 
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